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ABSTRACT OF DISSERTATION

UNDERSTANDING THE PATHWAYS TO YOUTH INVOLVEMENT IN THE
JUVENILE JUSTICE SYSTEM: A LONGITUDINAL INVESTIGATION OF POOR,
INNER-CITY AFRICAN AMERICAN ADOLESCENTS
It is widely recognized that African American youth are disproportionately represented in
the juvenile justice system in comparison to other ethnic/racial groups, and this has
generated a large body of research into the etiology and prevention of crime in this
population. Although there has been considerable research attention to identifying and
reducing the disproportionate contact among African American youth within the juvenile
justice system, it is still unclear what factors contribute to their involvement in the
criminal justice system. Accordingly, the dissertation tests whether self-reports of
behaviors in early adolescence are predictive official offending behaviors in late
adolescence, as measured by juvenile court data in a sample of poor, inner-city African
American youth. To do so, the study uses data from a multiple-cohort longitudinal
sample (N = 11,838, 49% females) of poor, inner-city African American youth, part of
the Mobile Youth Survey (MYS). The dissertation consists of three related studies,
which are presented in three parts; following the defense each of these three manuscripts
will be submitted for peer review and publication.
The first study investigated the consistency of youth self-reports in predicting youth
involvement in the juvenile justice system, as measured by juvenile court records.
Specifically, this study focused on the substantive and methodological question of
whether youth self-report of violence and violent victimization during early adolescence
(ages 10-12 years) longitudinally foretold official offending, based on juvenile court
records. The results showed that self-reported behaviors (violent victimization and
violence perpetration) were predictive of subsequent juvenile offending behaviors as
measured by official records. Interestingly, self-reported weapon carrying in early
adolescence was not indicative of subsequent official violent offending in adolescents at
age 18. Alternatively, the effects of violence perpetration, violent victimization, and
weapon carrying appeared unrelated to status offenses.
The second study tested the strength of the school to prison pipeline in the African
American youth sample. Recent research as well as a number of educational as well as
criminal justice policies and practices in the United States (e.g., zero-tolerance policies
and school disciplinary codes) provided evidence that minority youth, in particular, are
“pushed from the school and into prison.” Subsequently, this second study evaluated the
strength of the school to prison pipeline framework, by testing whether the predictive
strength of school disciplinary actions (expulsion and suspension) in early adolescence
(ages 10-11) predicted subsequent offending at age 18, as indicated by juvenile court
records; also testing the potentially ameliorating or exacerbating effects of the family
environment (monitoring and permissiveness) on the link between school offenses and
juvenile court records (moderation effects).The findings showed that school disciplinary
actions (expulsion and suspension) in early adolescence was indicative of juvenile court

referrals in late adolescence. Similarly, parental permissiveness was predictive of juvenile
court referrals. Interestingly, the results provided no evidence to support the moderating
effects of both parenting measures (monitoring and permissiveness) on the link between
school disciplinary actions and juvenile offending in the sample.
Finally, the third study examined the direct and indirect effects of self-reported behaviors
on subsequent official offending. In particular, the study tested whether explosive anger
among youth in early adolescence (age 10) predicted juvenile court contact, measured by
juvenile court referrals and two measures of offending, measured by status offenses and,
violent offenses in late adolescence (age 18). Direct effects of explosive anger on juvenile
court referrals and offending behaviors were not significant. However, indirect effects
showed that the effect of explosive anger on juvenile justice contact (measured by
juvenile court referrals) through violent victimization, violence perpetration, and, weapon
carrying was significant. Furthermore, the indirect effect of explosive anger on violent
offenses through weapon carrying was significant in the model. These findings provided
support for the mediating effects of explosive anger on juvenile justice contact through
violent victimization, violence perpetration, and weapon carrying, as well as the
mediating effects of explosive anger on violent offenses through weapon carrying. No
indirect effects of explosive anger were found for status offenses.
KEYWORDS: adolescents, African American, juvenile justice, official data, self-reports
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Chapter 1: Introduction
The overrepresentation of African American youth in the juvenile justice system
is a major issue of concern in the United States, more than in any other country because
African American youth account for a total of 16% of the adolescent population yet make
up nearly 40% of incarcerated youth (United States Department of Education, 2012). Due
to the high rate of incarceration among African American youth, many studies have
attempted to explain the disparate rates of African American youth contact with the
juvenile justice system. Previous criminological studies have provided a variety of
explanations for the disparity in African American youth contact with the juvenile justice
system, including socioeconomic status, family structure as well as environmental or
neighborhood characteristics (see Kakar, 2006). There is also convincing scholarship of
both systematic, as well as non-systematic, discriminatory practices in the juvenile justice
system which add to the disparate African American youth arrests and incarceration.
Despite existing research on the disproportionate minority contact,1 the pathways
to juvenile justice contact is not clearly understood in African American populations.
Most of the literature focuses on predominantly European American samples, with
limited empirical work conducted on African American samples. Additionally, research
on African American youth has largely focused on high-risk samples living in largely
northern urban areas of the United States and limits its generalizability to youth in rural
or non-metropolitan areas. To add to this empirical knowledge, as well as to provide a
context for understanding such factors as contextual effects, the present study utilized a
multiple cohort sample of non-metro, impoverished African American adolescents living
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The overrepresentation of minority groups, such as African American youth in the juvenile justice system
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in the Southern United States. The dissertation consists of three studies, presented in a
format of three-related manuscripts. These studies were similar, in that each study
utilized self-reports to predict official offending, measured by official juvenile court
records. The three studies investigate the pathways leading to African American youth
juvenile justice contact, with a consideration of violent victimization/perpetration,
weapon carrying, parenting strategies, school disciplinary actions as well as poor
emotional regulation, measured by explosive anger. Each of these three manuscripts will
be submitted for peer-review and publication
Chapter 2 introduces the first manuscript entitled, The Efficacy of Early
Adolescent Self-reported Violence in Predicting Status and Violent Offenses. A number
of criminological studies have examined the relationship between self-report and official
data and provided conclusive evidence that youth self-reports are predictive of official
offending records. To further elucidate this relationship, the study investigated whether
self-reported violent victimization, violence perpetration, and, weapon carrying in early
adolescence (10‒12 years old) predicted offending measured by official court records of
status offense or violent offenses by age 18. The study also tested whether there existed
similarities or differences in the association between youth self-reported violent
victimization, violence perpetration, and weapon carrying on official offending in males
and females.
The second manuscript presented in Chapter 3 titled, Do School Disciplinary
Sanctions Predict Juvenile Justice Contact? Previous studies have examined the direct
relationship between school discipline and offending; however, this study extends on
existing work by not only testing for direct effects of school disciplinary actions in early
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adolescence (10‒11 years) on juvenile justice contact, but by also testing whether
effective/ineffective parenting strategies, operationalized by parental monitoring and
parental permissiveness, ameliorates or exacerbates the effects by school discipline on
official offending in late adolescence. In this sense, the current study investigated the
associations between self-report measures of school discipline (suspension and
expulsion) and parenting processes (monitoring and permissiveness) on official records
(juvenile court records) by testing these associations in a mediation model.
Chapter 4 presents the third manuscript, Does Early Adolescent Explosive Anger
Foretell Late Adolescent Juvenile Justice Contact? The study investigated the potential
direct and indirect longitudinal influence of self-reported emotional regulation (explosive
anger) in early adolescence (age 10) on later juvenile offending (measured by juvenile
court referral, violent offending, and status offenses) at age 18. Overall, the combined
focus of this dissertation is to understand whether negative emotional and environmental
factors increase the risk for African American youth contact with the juvenile justice
system.
Lastly Chapter 5 highlights the main results from each of the three manuscripts
and implications for these findings. It is the expectations that each of the three studies
provide a helpful look into identifying potential precursors to juvenile justice contact in a
non-metropolitan, inner-city sample of African American adolescents.
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Chapter 2: The Efficacy of Early Adolescent Self-reported Violence in
Predicting Status and Violent Offenses
Most of what we know related to youth offending is based on self-reports from
adolescents (Broidy et al., 2003; Canter, 1982; Crockett, Schulenberg & Petersen, 1987;
Farrell, Kung & White, 2000; Williams & Dunlop, 1999), although a considerable
number of studies have utilized both self-reports and official records to assess for
offending behaviors and produced mixed findings. Previous studies have found moderate
to strong agreement between self-reports and official data. The findings from these
studies suggest that youth with official records of police arrests also self-reported arrests.
Although these findings suggest agreement and congruence between self-reports
and official records in predicting offending, the association remains poorly understood in
minority populations in particular. In fact, few studies focused on ethnically or racially
homogenous minority samples remain both rare in number as well as mixed in findings.
Thus, in order to add to this knowledge base, this study assessed the predictive strength
of the effects of three self-reported measures (violent victimization, violence perpetration,
and weapon carrying) during early adolescence on subsequent criminal offending
measured by official juvenile court records during late adolescence. Although other
studies have found agreement between self-reports and official data, little information is
known about the predictive strength of self-reported behaviors on two different types of
juvenile crimes. Thus, this study examines the self-reported behaviors that predict official
offending, measured by status offenses and violent offenses. Furthermore, most of the
empirical work has been conducted on non-representative community samples, with a
limited number of assessment points. Thus, the current study employs a homogenous,
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non-metropolitan, sample of low-income, inner-city African American youth followed
over 14 years.
Self-Reports and Official Records
Empirical studies on both self-report and official measures of criminal behaviors
have been documented extensively in both cross-sectional (e.g., Brame et al., 2004;
Hindelang, Hirschi & Weis, 1979; Junger, 1989) and longitudinal studies (e.g., Dubow,
Huesmann, Boxer & Smith, 2014; Pollock, Menard, Elliot & Huizina, 2015; Piquero,
Schubert & Brame, 2014) over the past few decades. For the most part, these studies
demonstrate a moderate and consistent association between self-reported offending and
official sources of offenses. In fact, studies examining the potential association between
self-reports and official data show a widespread variation in the methodology and lack of
consistency, which make comparisons between studies extremely difficult.
Much of the early criminological research focused on the validity or the extent of
agreement between self-reports and official data of criminal behaviors. Perhaps one of
the most comprehensive assessments of self-reported and official data was conducted by
Hindelang and his colleagues (1979) in a youth sample. Their study was quite extensive
consisting of multiple self-reported assessments for 69-item self-report index, consisting
of criminal behaviors (e.g., delinquency, drug use, offenses) and contact with police.
Their findings indicated strong agreement between self-reported criminal behaviors and
official contacts. In fact, they found that youth officially involved in the criminal justice
system reported higher involvement in criminal behaviors based on self-reports.
Similarly, using data from the National Youth Survey (NYS), an extensive investigation
by Huizinga and Elliott (1986) assessed for agreement between self-reports and official
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records of arrest. Altogether, these studies examined the validity between self-reports and
official measures of criminal behaviors and noted a high degree of congruence or
agreement between the association between self-reports and official data, thus largely
validating the use of self-report methodology.
More recently, evidence from a community sample of Caucasian males followed
from age 8 to 48 by Dubow et al., (2014) found moderate to high agreement between
self-reports of offending and official records of arrests. In investigating the
correspondence between self-reports and official records of offending across the three
developmental periods (adolescence, early adulthood, and middle adulthood), Dubow et
al. (2014) found that self-reports of trouble with the law and official arrests increased
with age from adolescence (69%) to early adulthood (82%), but decreased in middle
adulthood (70%). These findings were particularly noteworthy because the participants
were not a high-risk sample, but rather a predominantly, middle-class Caucasian sample.
Nonetheless, these findings were consistent with a number of previous studies (e.g.,
Piquero & Brame, 2008; Sampson & Laub, 2003).
Although previous studies have compared what amounts to the validity of selfreports vis-à-vis official measures of offending, little attention has been given to high-risk
youth samples, which is surprising considering the importance of understanding the lifecourse development of high-risk offenders. Exceptions include work by Piquero and
colleagues (2014) who found moderate agreement between self-reported arrests and
official records of arrests over a 7-year time frame. Using a sample of 1,354 serious
youthful offenders collected as part of the Pathways to Desistance Study, Piquero et al.
(2014) conclude that agreement between self-reports of arrests and official data was fairly
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consistent across race and gender. Similar findings from a high-risk youth sample of 330
adolescents by Babinski, Hartsough & Lambert (2001) and followed into adulthood
showed moderate to strong agreement between self-reported arrests and official arrest
records for multiple offenses. Even though these two studies showed agreement between
self-reports of arrests and official arrest records; some researchers argue that the
investigation of such relationships among high risk or serious offenders is ineffective,
given that the main goal of such studies is to determine the factors that predict juvenile
offending. These findings are similar to prior research in general population samples of
adolescents (Hindelang et al., 1979), but contradicted findings by Farrington et al., (1996)
who observed race differences in offending data. In particular, Farrington et al. (1996)
found that African American offending males reported higher rates of arrest (65%) than
their European American male counterparts (53%), although the overall relationships
between self-reported offenses and official offenses were largely consistent across racial
groups.
While the vast amount of the criminological literature focuses on the agreement
between self-report and official records of arrest, as a validity issue, few studies have
identified potential etiological precursors to criminal offending. For example, a number
of studies have identified multiple risk factors for offending behaviors among youth.
These include violent victimization, violence perpetration, and weapon carrying (e.g.,
Spano & Bolland, 2013). Evidence from victimization studies has identified that
maltreated or neglected children have a higher risk for offending in adolescence (Forrest,
Edwards & Vassallo, 2014; Kirk, 2006; Rivera & Widom, 1990; Smith & Thornberry,
1995). Similarly, a study on the effects of victimization on subsequent contact with the
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juvenile justice system indicated that maltreatment or neglect in childhood increased the
likelihood of imprisonment by about 59% during adolescence (Widom, 1992). At the
same time, the study also documented that contact with the juvenile justice system was
30% higher among youth reporting maltreatment during childhood. Other longitudinal
studies found similar evidence for strong developmental effects of victimization on
subsequent violent offending. For instance, Kelley, Thornberry, and Smith (1997) noted
that 70% of child victims of abuse reported engaging in violent behavior as teenagers
compared to 56% of non-abused children.
Furthermore, empirical findings from victimization studies suggest that repeated
victimization experiences or (re)victimization in childhood increased the risk for
subsequent offending in youth, although a study by Hosser, Raddatz and Windzio (2007)
found evidence that being repeatedly victimized, in fact, slightly reduced the risk of
offending in a sample of youthful offenders. These studies provide a contextual
framework for understanding the etiology of criminal offending. Although these studies
provide evidence of individual differences, still little is known about self-reported
etiological precursors of official offending among youth. However, other studies have
assessed the relationship between self-reports and official offending using multiple
measures of offenses. For instance, using longitudinal data from the Seattle Social
Development Project among youth ages 11 and 17, Jolliffee et al. (2003) tested both the
predictive strength of self-reported delinquency for eight types of offenses, including
drug use, aggression, and property offenses and found strong associations between selfreports and official offending. Jolliffee et al. (2003) also noted that validity tests were
highest for drug offenses.
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Similarly, we know from previous studies that weapon carrying and violence
perpetration provide conflicting evidence on subsequent criminal offending, which make
effective conclusions difficult. One explanation for such contradictory findings is the fact
that research conducted on high risk, low-income youth provides evidence that weapon
carrying is related to protection because of the high rates of violent crimes in such
neighborhoods (Spano et al., 2009), and thus not necessarily foreshadowing of
subsequent official offenses. In the same sense, work by Cao, Cullen & Link (1997)
noted that individuals living in high crime neighborhoods were more likely to respond to
violent victimization by acquiring firearms for protection. Despite the high rates of
violent victimization, violence perpetration, and weapon carrying in high-poverty
neighborhoods, research on the long-term impact of developmentally early violence
perpetration on subsequent offending is especially limited, particularly in homogenous
African American adolescent samples. Thus, one of the important questions remains
about whether and how self-reports of violence perpetration foretell official offending
behaviors across the life course and whether these effects vary across contexts (i.e.,
neighborhoods). Indeed more longitudinal work is needed to evaluate the effects of
violence perpetration on offending, especially among inner-city populations.
In sum, little is known about the extent to which self-reported precursors predict
official offending. Thus, one main goal of the current study was to test whether early
experiences are predictive of future juvenile justice contact. Next, given that previous
studies were largely based on general youth samples of non-European adolescent
samples, this limits the understanding of these effects in minority and high-risk
populations. Thus, the present study extends prior research by attempting to assess key
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developmental risk factors or precursors of subsequent criminal behaviors in a
homogeneous sample of African American youth. In particular, this study asks the
question, whether self-reports of violent victimization, violence perpetration, or weapon
carrying in impoverished, high risk, inner-city neighborhoods during early adolescence
foretell future official offending by age 18.
The Current Investigation
The main aim of the current investigation was to assess whether adolescents’ selfreported behaviors of violent victimization, violence perpetration, and weapon carrying
predicted subsequent criminal offending measured by official juvenile court data (both
status and violent offending). This study used both self-reported and official data to
measure collected as part of the Mobile Youth Survey (MYS). The self-reported data are
part of a longitudinal multi-cohort sample of African American adolescents followed for
14 years (1998-2011) from two cities, Mobile and Prichard, in Alabama. The official data
consists of juvenile court data which includes all recorded incidents or offenses of study
participants in the juvenile justice system in Mobile County, Alabama during the 1999 to
2013 period. To determine whether self-reported data were associated with official court
data, the current study focused on adolescent self-reports between the ages of 10 to 12
years (collected between 1998 and 2001) and followed them through age 18 (data
collected between 2002 and 2009; see Figure 1).
Research Questions and Hypotheses
The present study examined the relationship between self-reported and official
data using three key questions based on adolescent self-reports and official juvenile court
data. The first question tests whether there is an association between self-reported violent
victimization and future offending behaviors (status and violent offenses) among youth.
10

Based on this question, it is hypothesized that youth self-reports of prior victimization
(between ages 10-12) will be strongly associated with official reports of offending
behaviors (measured by status offenses and violent offenses) at age 18. Though findings
are mixed, prior studies have established a positive relationship between early
victimization and subsequent violent offending. The second research question examines
whether youth self-reports of violent behaviors (i.e., violence perpetration) increased the
likelihood of subsequent reports of offending behaviors (status offenses and violent
offenses). Finally, the third question examines whether adolescents’ self-reports of
weapon carrying foretells future offending (status offenses and violent offenses). Given
that most of the empirical evidence on the extent to which self-reported data predict
offending in adolescent samples has been conducted on males almost exclusively, this
current study, as a new contribution also tests these effects in females.
Methods
Sample and Procedures
Self-reported Data
Data were collected as part of the Mobile Youth Survey (MYS), a fourteen-year,
multi-cohort, longitudinal study of African American adolescents living in high-poverty
neighborhoods; data were collected annually between 1998 and 2011 (Bolland, 2003;
Bolland et al., 2007; Church et al., 2012; Spano, Vazsonyi & Bolland, 2009). The study
examines life-course trajectories of a variety of behaviors in adolescents, including risk
behaviors (e.g. violence, alcohol use, drug use) and family factors such as family
structure and individual perceptions (e.g., self-worth, future orientation and support from
neighborhood) over time. Participants were recruited from their homes in public housing
11

and non-public housing in the city of Mobile as well as in the neighboring town of
Prichard, Alabama, with participation from across 48 targeted neighborhoods. To
accomplish this, the researcher randomly selected half of the public housing units with
adolescents, based on housing authority data, and randomly selected half of the
residential units in non-public housing neighborhoods from a census of addresses
developed while walking through the neighborhoods.
Data collection took place in small group settings at local neighborhood centers
(i.e., churches, schools, or Boys and Girls Clubs). Each participant received an incentive
of $10 prior to 2005 and $15 in subsequent years (Bolland, 2004). In addition, to
maintain the study sample, respondents were followed into new neighborhoods;
nevertheless, there was considerable data loss over the 14 years of data collection. For
this reason, the MYS utilized a longitudinal multiple-cohort design, where new
participants were added each year (to address sample attrition) and followed over time.
Thus, sample sizes vary in each cohort because of changes to the sample composition,
both due to attrition as well as to new additions to the study sample.
Figure 2.1 shows the age range and the number of participants in the MYS data
from 1998 through 2011. Although the MYS consists of 9 to 19-year-old adolescents, the
present study focused on adolescents between the ages of 10 to 18 years. Additionally,
the present study took advantage of the multi-cohort design to achieve a satisfactory
sample size for this investigation by including the new participants who were added in
each of the subsequent cohorts in the same age group. Thus, the sample included N =
2,052 participants (44% females; 56% males) who on average were 10.7 years of age at
Time 1.
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Figure 2.1.The distribution of participants by age in the MYS between 1998 and 2001

Official data
The official data were obtained from the juvenile court from a single jurisdiction
(Mobile County) in the State of Alabama and consisted of reports from 1999 to 2013. The
data included multiple incidences for youth who came into contact with the juvenile
justice system more than once between 1999 and 2013. Each incidence was identified by
participant identification number, referral year, with an accompanying date of referral,
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date of petition, of offense, date of disposition, and court action date. It should be noted
that all duplicate arrest reports were removed from the current analysis. The primary aim
of the current study was to assess the pathways useful in understanding why youth come
into contact with the juvenile justice system due to the committing an offense. The
original sample selected included n = 2,052 adolescents between the ages of 10 to 12
years. Of these, n = 1,156 adolescents (56.3%) had an official contact with the juvenile
justice system between 2002 and 2009 (see Table 2.1).

Table 2.1. Sample of Adolescents from the Mobile Youth Study (N = 2,052)

Sex
Male
Female
Age
10 years
11 years
12 years

1998

1999

2000

2001

336
336

307
253

181
169

219
239

235
206
231

269
159
132

209
89
53

234
142
93

Measures
Demographic Characteristics
Age. Adolescents were asked, “How old are you?” in the initial MYS survey.
Participants’ ages ranged from 9 to 19 years of age (1 = 9 years through 11 = 19 years).
The original study sample focused on participants between 10 to 12 years of age in the
data; thus items were recoded and ranged from 10 to 12 years (1 = 10 years and 3 = 12
years).
Sex. Participants were asked to indicate their gender. Responses were given as 1
(male) or 2 (female).
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Family structure. A single response item was used to assess adolescents’ family
structure. Adolescents were asked, “Which of the following home situations best applies
to you?” Responses included: 1 = parents married, 2 = parents separated or divorced, 3 =
father deceased, 4 = mother deceased, 5 = both deceased, and 6 = other. For purposes of
multivariate analyses, family structure was dichotomized into 1 = two parents and 0 =
any other family situation.
Self-reported measures
Violent victimization. Violent victimization was measured using two items.
Students were asked, “In the past year (12 months), did someone cut or stab you bad
enough that you have to see a doctor?” and “In the past year (12 months), did someone
shoot a gun at you?” The responses to these items ranged from 0 (No) to 2 (Yes, more
than once). A single composite score of violent victimization was computed using
responses from all 10 to 12 year olds from 1998 through 2001 (Time 1). The reliability
coefficient for this scale was α = .48.
Violence perpetration. Two items were used to assess self-report of violent
behaviors. Students were asked, “In the past month, did you tell someone you were going
to cut, stab or shoot them?” and “In the past month, did you pull a knife or a gun on
someone else?” Responses to each of the items ranged from 0 (No) to 2 (Yes, more than
once). The items were averaged to create a single measure ranging from 0‒2 so that a
higher score indicated higher perpetration of violent behaviors. A composite score of
violence perpetration was computed for adolescents 10 to 12 years old (1998 through
2001) at Time 1. The reliability coefficient for this scale was α = .55.
Weapon carrying. Two items were used to assess for adolescents’ weapon
carrying. Respondents were asked, “In the past year, did you carry a knife or razor?” and
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“In the past year, did you carry a gun?” The responses to these items ranged from 0 (No)
to 2 (Yes, more than once). A mean score for each of the items was computed for
participants 10 to 12 years old; a high score reflected increased likelihood of weapon
carrying among youth. To facilitate analysis of self-reported weapon carrying across the
first four years of data, a composite score of weapon carrying was computed at Time 1.
The reliability coefficient for this scale was α = .59.
Official records
Offending behaviors. Official records (retrieved from the district juvenile court
records in Mobile County, Alabama) were linked to self-report data part of the main
MYS data. The official juvenile court record included 93 different offense categories;
however, because of a very small number of responses in some of the categories as well
as low relevance in the current investigation, a number offenses were excluded. Thus,
juvenile offenses were categorized into 17 main referral categories: (1) Alcohol offenses,
(2) Arson, (3) Assault, (4) Burglary, (5) Children in Need of Supervision (CHINS) and/or
beyond control,2 (6) Criminal mischief, (7) Disorderly Conduct, (8) Domestic Violence,
(9) Drugs/Possession of Controlled Substance, (10) Failure to obey police/fireman, (11)
Firearm/weapon possession, (12) Harassment, (13) Loitering, (14) Motor-vehicular theft,
(15) Receiving stolen property, (16) Robbery, and (17) Theft/Shoplifting. The study
focused on two main outcome measures (status and violent offenses). Official violent
offenses consisted of three items (i.e., assault, firearm/weapon possession, robbery) and
status offenses consisted of two categories (1) CHINS/Beyond control and (2) alcohol

2

Child in Need of Supervision (CHINS) is one who has committed an act which, if that child were an
adult, would not be considered a crime but is in need of care or rehabilitation, such as one who is habitually
truant, disobedient to parents, or is a runaway.
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offenses. Two dichotomous indicators for status and violent offenses were developed.
The measures identified adolescents who were arrested for status and violent offenses and
officially processed by the juvenile courts by age 18. The items for violent offenses were
coded “1” for status offenses and violent offenses and “0” for non-status and non-violent
offenses in the sample.
Plan of Analysis
Prior to the main analyses, descriptive and correlation analyses of the main study
constructs were examined. Following these results, the investigation assessed the
predictive strength of violence perpetration and victimization on future offending, using
official juvenile court data. These were examined using a series of logistic regression
models with odds ratio. To test whether the demographic variables (sex and family
structure), as well as each of three predicting variables (violent victimization, violence
perpetration, and weapon carrying) predicted youth offending behaviors, bivariate and
multivariate logistic regression analyses were conducted. The analysis consisted of selfreport data (violence perpetration, violent victimization and weapon carrying) in early
adolescence (10 to 12 years) and official juvenile court data (status and violent offenses)
in adolescents aged 18. Subsequent analysis was conducted to examine the association
between self-reported measures on both status and violent offenses in males and females
separately. All analyses were conducted using SPSS 22.
Results
Self-reported Violent victimization, Violence perpetration and Weapon carrying
Figure 2.2 shows the percentage for each of the self-reported indicators (i.e.,
violence perpetration, violent victimization, and weapon carrying) by sex. In all cases,
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males reported higher rates of violent victimization, violent behaviors, and carrying a
weapon more than their female counterparts. This finding is comparable to previous
research findings which indicate that males are more likely than females to engage in and
report violent behaviors. However, in contrast to the existing literature, males reported
higher frequencies of violent victimization than females in the sample.

Table 2.2. Frequency of Offenses by Background Variables
Status offending
Non-status
offenses
Sex
Males
Females
Family structure
Both parents
Other

Violent offending
Status
offensesa

Non-violent
offenses

Violent
offensesb

501
383

61
89

470
394

92
78

89
767

10
133

86
746

13
154

Note: a Status offenses consisted of alcohol offenses and CHINS/beyond control b Violent
offenses consisted of consisted of assault, firearm possession, and robbery

Table 2.2 shows the frequency distribution of self-reports by offenses across
demographic characteristics (sex and family structure). Based on the distribution,
participants were less likely to live with both parents and were more likely male. The
frequency shows that violent offenses represented the largest group of offenders,
followed by status offenses. Overall, Table 2.2 shows that males were more likely to
commit either status or violent offenses than females in the given sample.
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Bivariate Associations between Self-reports and Official records
Table 2.3 displays the correlations among demographic variables (sex and family
structure), the self-reported measures (violent victimization, violence perpetration, and
weapon carrying), and indicators of official offending (status offenses and violent
offenses). Of the demographic variables, sex was significantly and positively correlated
with each of the self-reported measures (violent victimization, violence perpetration, and
weapon carrying). Relative to females, males were more likely to self-report violent
victimization, violence perpetration, and weapon carrying. Further, the association
between sex and official records showed that males were more likely to be arrested for
status offenses. The correlations showed no significant relationship between sex and
violent offenses. In contrast, family structure was negatively related to each of the selfreported measures (i.e., violent victimization, violence perpetration, and weapon
carrying), but was only significantly associated with weapon carrying; thus youth living
with two parents were less likely to report carrying a weapon than those living in other
family situations. Both self-reported measures of violent victimization and violence
perpetration was significantly associated with violent offenses. Violent victimization was
negatively related to violent offenses; thus youth reports of prior victimization was
associated with fewer violent offenses. However, violence perpetration was associated
with increased violent offenses. Finally, all three self-reported measures seemed
unrelated to status offending among adolescents in the sample.
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status offenses (see Table 2.4; Model 1a and 1b). In fact, it appears that both background
variables and early adolescent self-reports of violent victimization, violence perpetration,
and weapon carrying in early adolescence appeared unrelated to official records of status
offenses in late adolescence.
The results of the bivariate and multivariate logistic regression for violent
offenses are presented in Table 2.4 (see Models 2a and 2b). The predictability of each of
the three self-reported measures (violent victimization, violence perpetration, and weapon
carrying) on violent offenses showed that adolescents who self-reported greater violent
victimization, as compared to adolescents with fewer violent victimization, were almost
twice as likely to commit violent offenses (OR = 1.745, p < .05, 95% CI [0.982, 3.101]).
Consistent with previous work, self-reported violence perpetration in early adolescence
increased the likelihood for violent offenses in late adolescence (OR = 1.657, p <.05,
95% CI [1.105, 2.484]. As was reported in the bivariate results, sex was not significant in
the model, even after accounting for self-reported violent victimization, violence
perpetration, and weapon carrying.
In a final step, due to the importance of sex in the analysis, the sample was
disaggregated by sex and the analyses were repeated (see Table 2.5 and Table 2.6).
Consistent with the findings, both self-reports of violent victimization and violence
perpetration in early adolescence significantly predicted official violent offenses in late
adolescence among males only. In fact, the odds ratios indicated that violence
perpetration was slightly stronger in predicting official violent offenses (OR = 2.154, p ≤
.01, CI = 1.110; 4.180]) than violent victimization (OR = 2.220, p ≤ .01, CI = [1.331;
3.703]) in males, although no statistical test was conducted to compare the two.
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Table 2.4. Bivariate and Multivariate Logistic Regression Models
Model 1(a)
Status Offenses
Exp (b) (se)

[0.369‒0.745]
[0.329‒1.278]
[0.345‒1.498]
[0.700‒1.774]
[0.413‒1.296]

95% CI

1.011 (.168)
0.732 (.310)
1.745 (.293)*
1.657 (.207)*
1.513 (.231)

Exp (b) (se)

[0.727‒1.407]
[0.398‒1.346]
[0.982‒3.101]
[1.105‒2.484]
[0.961‒2.381]

95% CI

Model 2 (a)
Violent Offenses

0.524 (.180)***
0.648 (.346)
0.718 (.375)
1.114 (.237)
0.732 (.291)

Bivariate Logistic Regression

Sex (1 = Male)
Family Structure (1 = Both parents)
Violent victimization
Violence perpetration
Weapon carrying
Model 1(b)
Status Offenses

0.522 (.191)
0.696 (.350)
0.992 (.456)
1.537 (.307)
0.631 (.383)

Exp (b) (se)

[0.359‒0.759]
[0.350‒1.381]
[0.406‒2.422]
[0.841‒2.806]
[0.298‒1.335]

95% CI

1.091 (.177)
0.773 (.313)
1.285 (.376)
1.387 (.271)
1.129 (.303)

Exp (b) (se)

[0.771‒1.544]
[0.637‒1.677]
[0.615‒2.684]
[0.816‒2.360]
[0.623‒2.047]

95% CI

Model 2 (b)
Violent Offenses

Multivariate Logistic Regression

Sex (1 = Male)
Family Structure (1 = Both parents)
Violent victimization
Violence perpetration
Weapon carrying

Note: All significant paths are bolded. The demographic variables (sex and family) and predictor measures (violent victimization,
violence perpetration and weapon carrying) were continuous for logistic regression analysis
*p ≤ .05; **p ≤. 01
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95% CI

0.575 (.418)
2.154 (.338)*
2.220 (.261)**
1.618 (.284)

Exp (b) (se)

[0.254; 1.306]
[1.110; 4.180]
[1.331; 3.703]
[0.926; 2.825]

95% CI

Model 2 (a)
Violent Offenses

Exp (b) (se)

[0.182; 1.487]
[0.378; 2.328]
[0.545; 2.145]
[0.400; 1.835]

Exp (b) (se)

[0.176; 1.454]
[0.361; 3.470]
[0.436; 2.690]
[0.284; 1.947]

95% CI

0.622 (.423)
1.330 (.441)
1.901 (.344)
0.910 (.375)

Exp (b) (se)

[0.272; 1.426]
[0.561; 3.155]
[0.969; 3.728]
[0.436; 1.899]

95% CI

Model 2 (b)
Violent Offenses

0.505 (.539)
1.119 (.577)
1.083 (.464)
0.743 (.491)

Model 1(b)
Status Offenses

0.520 (.536)
0.938 (.464)
1.082 (.349)
0.857 (.388)

Model 1(a)
Status Offenses

Table 2.5. Bivariate and Multivariate Logistic Regression Models in Males Only
Bivariate Logistic Regression

Males
Family Structure (1 = Both parents)
Violent victimization
Violence perpetration
Weapon carrying
Multivariate Logistic Regression

Males
Family Structure (1 = Both parents)
Violent victimization
Violence perpetration
Weapon carrying

Note: All significant paths are bolded. The predictor measures (violent victimization, violence perpetration and weapon carrying) were
continuous for logistic regression analysis
*p ≤ .05; **p ≤. 01
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95% CI

1.059 (.468)
1.241 (.697)
1.061 (.367)
1.447 (.416)

Exp (b) (se)

[0.423; 2.653]
[0.287; 4.411]
[0.517; 2.177]
[0.460; 3.272]

95% CI

Model 2 (a)
Violent Offenses

Exp (b) (se)

[0.367; 2.287]
[0.295; 4.038]
[0.733; 2.639]
[0.357; 2.068]

Exp (b) (se)

[0.373; 2.335]
[0.011; 8.674]
[0.923; 4.839]
[0.139; 1.577]

95% CI

1.062 (.469)
0.899 (.808)
0.794 (.477)
1.798 (.523)

Exp (b) (se)

[0.423; 2.663]
[0.185; 4.381]
[0.312; 2.024]
[0.646; 5.010]

95% CI

Model 2 (b)
Violent Offenses

0.933 (.468)
0.990 (.770)
2.113 (.423)
0.468 (.619)

Model 1(b)
Status Offenses

0.916 (.467)
1.092 (.667)
1.391 (.327)
0.860 (.448)

Model 1(a)
Status Offenses

Table 2.6. Bivariate and Multivariate Logistic Regression Models in Females Only
Bivariate Logistic Regression

Females
Family Structure (1 = Both parents)
Violent victimization
Violence perpetration
Weapon carrying
Multivariate Logistic Regression

Females
Family Structure (1 = Both parents)
Violent victimization
Violence perpetration
Weapon carrying

Note: All significant paths are bolded. The predictor measures (violent victimization, violence perpetration and weapon carrying) were
continuous for logistic regression analysis
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Discussion
The current investigation assessed the predictive strength of self-reported
behaviors, namely violent victimization, violence perpetration, and weapon carrying
during early adolescence on subsequent official offending, measured by juvenile court
records of status and violent offenses during late adolescence. Prior studies have noted
the importance of using self-reports and official data to predict offending over time;
however, the majority of work has explicitly assessed self-reports and official data in
cross-sectional samples, which can be problematic because this does not capture
developmental changes in youth behaviors over time. As a consequence, the present
study utilized self-reports and official longitudinal data based on a homogenous sample
of African American residing in poverty in a non-metropolitan developmental context. . It
should be noted that the analyses were conducted on both aggregated (pooled) and
disaggregated (males versus females) samples. Interestingly, there were notable
differences in how self-reports of violent victimization, violence perpetration, and
weapon carrying predicted status offenses and violent offenses among males and females;
findings for each of these analyses are discussed next.
Among the three self-reported measures, only two, namely violent victimization
and violence perpetration, were predictive of official violent offenses. This finding
demonstrates that self-reports of violent victimization and violence perpetration during
early adolescence are risk factors for violence-related offenses during late adolescence.
This suggests that adolescents who experience violence, whether victimization
(involuntary) or perpetration (voluntary) in early adolescence are more likely to commit
violent offenses in late adolescence. This evidence is consistent with the developmental
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studies of adolescents living in economically disadvantaged neighborhoods, which
suggests that early violence predicts later violent behaviors (Cook & Laub, 2002). As a
result, targeted interventions should pay special attention to youth at risk for either
violent victimization or violent behavior during early adolescence, in an effort to break
the long-term progression towards violent behaviors, as indicated by official records of
violent offenses among poor youth living in an inner-city context.
Consistent with some research (Spano & Bolland, 2013), but inconsistent with
other studies (Rudatsikira, Singh, Job & Knutsen, 2007), self-reports of weapon carrying
among youth in early adolescence was not a significant predictor of official violence
offenses in late adolescence. Although the association between weapon carrying and
juvenile violence was not consistent with previous research, it is consistent with a
significant body of literature, which suggest that inner-city youth are more likely to carry
a weapon (gun or knife) themselves for protection. However, more research on this topic
needs to be investigated in order to better understand the longitudinal association between
weapon carrying and official records of violent offenses.
These present findings seem to be consistent with the criminological literature
indicating that violent offending is more prevalent in males. This finding is noteworthy,
given that the MYS data consists of male and female youth, and previous work mostly
examined these effects in predominantly all-male offending samples (e.g., Piquero et al.,
2014). Given that these findings were found in a mixed sample (males and females), they
contribute to the limited knowledge of offending behaviors among females and the
literature of African American females. However, with fewer status offenses in the
official juvenile court data, this finding must be interpreted with caution, as it might
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differ in a sample with more status offenses; thus, future studies should investigate this
association.
While the strengths of this study are highlighted, no study is without limitations.
First, this study used three self-reported measures (violent victimization, violence
perpetration, and weapon carrying) among early adolescents to predict offending. Selfreported data are plagued by overreporting (report of more events or behaviors) and
underreporting (report of fewer of experiences or behaviors) across cohorts. Second, a
key limitation and threat to the study findings include the inability to track youth who left
the State, and thus, could not be successfully followed. A third limitation is the fact that
official data sometimes contributes to the discrepancies in the data as existing research
has found that not all juvenile are referred to the juvenile justice system. For example,
one study by Black & Reiss (1970) found that 15% of police contact with youth resulted
in arrests and concluded that arrest decisions were largely based on the discretion of the
arresting officer. Additionally, while the results provide insight into the utility of selfreports and official data in predicting offending, it is important to note that participants in
the current study exclusively consisted of a homogenous, low-income African American
sample living in a non-metro area. Thus findings cannot be broadly generalized to other
African American adolescents living in larger metropolitan areas. Finally, this study only
considers behaviors such as violent victimization, violence perpetration, and weapon
carrying, which can be broadly understood in the context of social learning and does not
take into account psychological factors, which may be associated with offending among
adolescents.
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Conclusions
Few studies have tested the predictive strength of self-reported behaviors during
early adolescence on subsequent juvenile offending during middle or late adolescence.
The current study assessed whether three key developmental risk factors, namely early
adolescent self-reports of violent victimization, violence perpetration, foretell future
official offending status (measured by juvenile court contact, status offenses, or violent
offenses). Findings show that being a male adolescent (versus female) predicts entry into
the juvenile justice system for violent offending. Interestingly, family structure was
unrelated to measures of official offending. Given the potential protective role of families
in the reduction of delinquent behaviors, it was unexpected that being from a singleparent home, for instance, did not increase the risk for contact with the juvenile justice
system. To further elucidate this finding, it is important that future studies investigate
these effects in the neighborhood context to determine whether African American
samples vary across neighborhood contexts (rural versus urban). Moreover, findings
showed that violent victimization, violence perpetration, as well as weapon carrying
during early adolescence were predictive of official offending during late adolescence.
This was particularly true for youth self-reports of prior violent victimization and
violence perpetration on official violent offenses. The present study demonstrates that
interventions aimed at the early identification and intervention during early adolescence
can reduce the likelihood of official juvenile court contact during late adolescence.
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Chapter 3: Do School Disciplinary Sanctions Predict Juvenile Justice Contact?
School disciplinary actions have been found to be consistently associated with
negative adjustment and poor developmental outcomes in adolescents. For years, schools
have adopted strategies that allow for the temporary or permanent dismissal of students
who violate codes of conduct. The obligatory removal of students from school using
school disciplinary action is considered one of the leading approaches for dealing with
undesirable behaviors at schools. However, there is still some disagreement over the
effectiveness of such punitive policies, as findings from prior work revealed that nonEuropean American youth were more likely to be suspended than their European
American counterparts (Skiba, Nardo, & Peterson, 2002). For example, empirical data
suggests that nationally African American youth were 2.6 times as likely to be suspended
as European American youth (Schiraldi & Ziedenberg, 2001; Wald & Losen, 2003).
Some researchers have compared the disproportionate suspension of African American
youth to European American youth to the treatment of African American youth in the
juvenile justice system (Nicholson-Crotty, Birchmeier & Valentine, 2009). Thus, efforts
to understand the unbalanced representation of African American youth remains a major
focus of concern, issue of public discourse, and thus research.
Indeed, much evidence suggests that youth involved in the juvenile justice system
are more likely to have a history of problem behavior in school (Snyder & Sickmund,
2006). The importance of parenting practices (e.g., monitoring) on preventing or perhaps
deterring subsequent problem behaviors in adolescents has also been well documented
(Patterson, Crosby & Vuchinich, 1992; Sampson & Laub, 1994). In fact, prior studies
have examined the role of parenting (monitoring and harshness) on school disciplinary
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actions and noted that greater monitoring was linked to fewer school disciplinary actions
in adolescents (e.g., Kilgore, Snyder & Lentz, 2000). On the other hand, adolescents who
experience excessive punitive discipline by parents (harshness) were more likely to be
forcibly removed from schools (suspension/expulsion) which increased their risk for
contact with the juvenile justice system. Thus, the present study investigated two models.
The first model tests the direct effects by school disciplinary actions (suspension and
expulsion) on juvenile justice contact. Second, the study tests whether the links between
school offenses and office juvenile court records are moderated (ameliorated or
exacerbated) by parenting efforts, as operationalized by monitoring and permissiveness
and disciplinary actions (expulsion and suspension) on juvenile justice contact was
moderated by parenting effects (monitoring and permissiveness) in a longitudinal sample
of African American adolescents.
Theoretical Background
A number of conceptual models have been used to explain the extent school
discipline measures (suspension and expulsion) foretell later entry to the juvenile justice
system. One important theoretical model, which also includes elements from attachment
theory (Ainsworth, 1989; Bowlby, 1969) and social control theory (Agnew, 1985;
Hirschi, 1969), is the “idle hands” hypothesis; it suggests that the more unsupervised time
adolescents have during their day, the greater the likelihood for involvement in
delinquent acts and subsequent contact with the juvenile justice system. This model
draws on Routine Activities Theory by Cohen and Felson (1979). According to this
routine activities perspective, “criminal acts require the convergence in space and time of
likely offenders, suitable targets” (Cohen & Felson 1979, p. 589). In other words, where
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individuals converge for everyday routine activities may impact whether they become
perpetrators of criminal acts or targets of them, simply based on who they might associate
with or what they do during their leisure time. They further note that “the absence of a
capable guardian” increases the likelihood of criminal behaviors. Cohen and Felson’s
reference to the guardian in the routine activities framework refers to adults or parents,
in particular, based on social control or the social bond framework by Hirschi (1969); this
assumes that individuals with weaker bonds or ties to parents are more prone to commit
criminal acts. Routine activity theory assumes that criminal activities are not only
dependent on motivated offenders and suitable targets, but importantly on the absence of
capable guardians, as social controls contribute to deter criminal opportunities.
An additional conceptualization important to review for the current study is the
school to prison pipeline. Over the past decade, a growing number of empirical studies
have been framed by the school to prison pipeline framework to examine whether school
disciplinary actions predict involvement in the juvenile justice system (Meiners, 2011;
Nicholson-Crotty, Birchmeier & Valentine, 2009; Wald & Losen 2003). Evidence from
research has consistently demonstrated that problems at school places some youth at risk
for school removal (through suspension and expulsion) which, in turn, increases the risk
that youth will come into contact with the juvenile justice system. For this reason,
scholarship on school disciplinary actions and subsequent problem behaviors has
employed the “school to prison pipeline” explanatory model as a means of describing this
process. Although empirical findings demonstrate a strong association between school
disciplinary actions and student contact with the juvenile justice system, most previous
work has found that minority youth are simply more likely than their majority
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counterparts to receive disciplinary actions in the school system which in turn increases
the risk of contact with the juvenile justice system.
Because the current study exclusively focuses on inner-city African American
youth, it could not test for disproportionate minority contact within both schools and the
juvenile justice system using the “school to prison pipeline” conceptualization. Rather,
consistent with the school to prison pipeline framework, the present study investigated
the relationship between self-reported school disciplinary actions and juvenile offending
from two potential frameworks. First, the present study tested whether school-related
disciplinary actions (expulsions and suspension) based on adolescent self-reports
predicted official offending behaviors, as assessed by juvenile court records. Second,
based on attachment and social control theories (Ainsworth, 1989; Bowlby, 1979), it was
expected that a strong attachment to parents or caregivers would buffer against offending
behaviors. Thus, the present study also tested whether the links between school offenses
and official juvenile court records were moderated by parenting efforts, as
operationalized by both parental monitoring and permissiveness. This is particularly
noteworthy as parenting behaviors among African American families have been found to
be particularly salient due to the strong value placed on family relationships in African
American communities (Larson et al., 2001).
Literature Review
The advent of zero-tolerance policies in the public schools throughout the United
States has led to a dramatic increase in-school suspension and expulsion rates among
students. Evidence suggests that school suspension and expulsion rates correlate with a
variety of problem behaviors, including academic failure, truancy, and school dropout
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rates (Edmonds-Cady & Hock, 2008; McCrystal et al., 2007; Raffaele-Mendez & Knoff,
2003). For example, a recent longitudinal study by Monahan, VanDerhei, Bechtold and
Cauffman (2014) investigated the links between involuntary school absence (i.e.,
expulsion and suspension), as well as voluntary absence from school (truancy), and
predicted potential contact with the juvenile justice system. The sample consisted only of
serious juvenile offenders (N = 1,354) from two metropolitan areas. Monahan and
colleagues (2014) compared the probability of youth arrest during the months of regular
school attendance (i.e., the months the youth were in attendance) and found evidence,
which supports that being suspended or expelled from school increased the likelihood of
arrest among youth. Furthermore, they found these effects were stronger among youth
who did not have a history of behavior problems or reported with fewer delinquent peers,
when controlling for demographic characteristics (sex, race, age, history of problem
behaviors). Overall, the study provided evidence that school disciplinary action is, in fact,
a risk factor for youth involvement in the juvenile justice system; this provides support
for the idea that school disciplinary actions may increase the likelihood of arrests for atrisk youth.
Another study by Forsyth and colleagues (2014) examined the relationships
between school suspensions and expulsions and offending among N = 685,839 of serious
and violent offenders from Louisiana schools. Student discipline infractions were divided
into eight categories; namely disobedience, safety, substance abuse, vandalism, theft,
violence, truancy and other/miscellaneous. Furthermore, suspensions were divided into
six categories, which included in-school suspensions for minor infractions and out of
school suspensions for more severe infractions. The findings showed that African
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American youth were more likely to report having school discipline problems based on
reports of school suspensions/and or expulsions. They also found that African American
males accounted for about 75% of all felonies in comparison to other racial/ethnic groups
in the sample.
It is important to note that most of the work provides evidence that minority youth
are more likely to receive school punishment than any other youth (Skiba et al. 2002)
which increases the likelihood of chronic offending among minorities in early adulthood.
Thus, the present study examined how school disciplinary actions (expulsion and
suspension) longitudinally predict official juvenile court referrals in a community sample
of African American youth sample from Alabama. More specifically, it examined the
longitudinal associations between school disciplinary reports and official offending based
on data from the juvenile court.
The Current Investigation
The current study builds on and extends previous work in a number of ways. First,
the present study models the developmental course for youth contact with the juvenile
justice system, consistent with a school-to-prison pipeline approach. Although much of
the juvenile justice literature has found empirical support for the association between
school disciplinary actions (expulsion/suspension) and the risk for entry into the juvenile
justice system, few studies have considered the ameliorating or potentiating influences of
parents or peers in this model. Second, even though the association between expulsion
and suspension on subsequent official offending has been documented, these inquiries
consisted solely of students’ self-reported data, without the use of official juvenile
records. Third, juvenile justice research often consists of adolescent samples with a
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history of juvenile offenses which makes it difficult to assess for risk of entry to the
juvenile justice system. In other words, much of the work in this area has focused on the
links between school discipline problems and offending behaviors in samples of
offenders, which does not permit an accurate estimate of the extent to which school
actions increase the risk for contact with the juvenile justice system. The present current
study focused on this question in a community sample of poor, inner-city African
American youth. Given these aforementioned shortcomings, the present study
investigated to what extent school disciplinary actions (based on adolescent self-reports)
increased the risk of future offending. Further, prior research on the link between school
disciplinary actions and offending consistently showed that higher levels of parental
monitoring was related to lower levels of adolescent misconduct and delinquency (Lahey
et al. 2008; Stouthamer-Loeber et al. 2002). Thus, the current study also examined the
influences by effective (monitoring) and ineffective parenting (permissiveness) efforts on
juvenile offending among youth. Finally, given that a number of previous works have
noted differences in offending in males and females (Blitstein, Murray, Lytle, Birnbaum
& Perry, 2005), but also ruling out spurious associations, the main study questions were
also tested separately in male versus female youth.
Research Questions and Hypotheses
The current study tested for potential direct (Model A) and moderated direct
(Model B) longitudinal effects of school disciplinary sanctions, measured by self-reports
of expulsions and suspensions, and parenting processes (monitoring and permissiveness)
on official juvenile court referrals (see Figure 3.1). Direct effects tested the utility of how
self-reported school disciplinary sanctions and parenting processes (monitoring and
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permissiveness) during early adolescence (10-11 years) longitudinally predicted official
juvenile court referrals as well as offending behaviors (status and violent offenses) during
late adolescence (17-18 years). It was expected that school disciplinary sanctions
(suspensions or expulsions) in early adolescence would increase the risk for juvenile
court referrals during late adolescence. Furthermore, it is anticipated that effective
parenting, measured by monitoring would decrease the risk of subsequent juvenile court
referrals and offending (status offenses and violent offenses). Alternatively, it is expected
that ineffective parenting processes measured by permissiveness would predict
subsequent juvenile court referrals and offending (status offenses and violent offenses).
In a second step, the study aimed to address whether the associations between school
reports of sanctions and the official measures of juvenile offending were moderated by
two measures of parenting processes (monitoring and permissiveness). Thus, it was
expected that the relationship between school offenses (serious and non-serious) and
juvenile offenses (serious and non-serious) would be significantly weaker among
adolescents with higher parenting monitoring compared to those who experience lower
parental monitoring. By contrast, it was expected that the relationship between school
offenses (serious and non-serious) and offending would be considerably stronger among
youth experiencing higher levels of parental permissiveness compared to those reporting
lower parental permissiveness or lenient parenting styles.
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Figure 3.1. Conceptualized models
Model A shows the direct effects of school discipline (suspensions and expulsions) and
parenting processes (monitoring and permissiveness) predict offending. Model B
illustrates the moderation model where the effects of school discipline on juvenile court
referrals/offending are moderated by parenting processes (monitoring and
permissiveness)
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Methods
Sample and Procedures
The data are part of the Mobile Youth Survey (MYS), an ongoing longitudinal
study of urban, African American adolescents living in high-poverty neighborhoods in
the city of Mobile, as well as the neighboring town of Prichard, Alabama (Bolland, 2003;
Bolland et al., 2007; Church et al., 2012; Spano, Vazsonyi & Bolland, 2009). According
to the 2010 U.S. Census Bureau, African Americans make up about 50.6% of the
population in Mobile and 85.8% of the population in the city of Prichard, in comparison
to the 25% of total Alabama population. Data for the MYS survey were collected
annually between 1998 and 2011 from a total of approximately N = 11,838 youth,
between the ages of 9 and 19 years. The MYS uses a multiple cohort design, where new
cohorts are added each year and tracked onwards life-course trajectories of a variety of
behaviors in adolescents, including risk behaviors (e.g., violence, alcohol use, drug use),
family factors such as family structure and individual perceptions (e.g. self-worth, future
orientation and support from neighborhood) over time. The sample sizes varied at each
cohort because of changes in the sample composition, both due to attrition as well as
“new entries” into the study. Researchers informed each of the participants and their
caregivers about the purpose of the study. Once consent was obtained, the survey was
administered in groups of 20‒30 participants. Each participant received an incentive of
$10 prior to 2005 and $15 in subsequent years (Bolland, 2004).
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Figure 3.2. The distribution of participants by age in the MYS between 1998 and 2001

Measures
Demographic Characteristics
Age. Adolescents were asked, “How old are you?” Responses ranged from 9 to
19 years of age; however, the original sample focused on participants between 10 to 12
years of age in the data; thus items were recoded and ranged from 10 to 11 years (1 = 10
years and 2 = 11 years).
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Sex. Participants were asked to indicate their gender. Responses were given as 1
(male) or 2 (female).
School Discipline Measures (Self-reports)
School Expulsions. Adolescents were asked, “Have you ever been expelled from
school in the past year?” Responses were 0 = No to 1 = Yes, I was suspended during the
past year. A single dichotomous measure of school expulsions was developed using
responses from all 10 to 11 year olds from 1998 through 2001 (Time 1).
School Suspensions. Suspensions were assessed using a single item which asked,
“Have you ever been suspended from school in the past year?” Responses were 0 = No
and 1= Yes, I was expelled in the past year? School suspensions was dichotomized using
responses from all 10 to 11 year olds from 1998 through 2001 (Time 1).
Parental monitoring. Parental monitoring scale was assessed using a summative
scale of three items developed by Lamborn, Mounts and Steinberg (1991). Adolescents
were asked how much their parents knew about their whereabouts and activities. For
example, items included, “Does your mother or father know who you hang out with?”
and “Does your mother or father know exactly where you are most afternoons after
school and during the weekends?” Responses were measured on a scale ranging from 1
(they don’t know) to 3(they know a lot). A mean of the three items were calculated,
where a higher score indicated a greater parental monitoring.
Parental permissiveness. Parental permissiveness was assessed by using four
questions developed by Lamborn et al. (1991). Respondents were asked whether they
could stay out past their curfew. For example, respondents were asked, “Are you able to
stay out as late as you want on school nights?” Responses were 0 = No and 1= Yes. A
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mean scale of the four items were calculated where a higher score indicated higher levels
of parental permissiveness.
Official records
Offending behaviors. Official juvenile court data were obtained from the
juvenile court agency in Mobile County. There were multiple incidents (cases) between
1999 and 2013 for those who came into contact with the juvenile justice system more
than once. It should be noted that all duplicate arrest reports were removed from the
current analysis. Each incidence was identified by participant identification number,
referral year, with an accompanying date of referral, date of petition, date of offense, date
of disposition and court action date. Previous research has raised concerns on the reliance
on local records because of arrests that may have occurred outside the home jurisdictions
(see Huizinga & Elliott, 1986; Kirk, 2006).
Official records (retrieved from the district juvenile court records in Mobile
County, Alabama) were linked to self-report data part of the main MYS data. The official
juvenile court record included 93 different offense categories; however, because of a very
small number of responses in some of the categories as well as low relevance in the
current investigation, a number offenses were excluded. Thus, juvenile offenses were
categorized into 18 main referral categories: (1) Alcohol offenses, (2) Arson, (3) Assault,
(4) Burglary, (5) Children in Need of Supervision (CHINS) and/or beyond control,3 (6)
Criminal mischief, (7) Disorderly Conduct, (8) Domestic Violence, (9) Drugs/Possession
of Controlled Substance, (10) Failure to obey police/fireman, (11) Firearm possession,

3

Child in Need of Supervision (CHINS) is one who has committed an act which, if that child were an
adult, would not be considered a crime but is in need of care or rehabilitation, such as one who is habitually
truant, disobedient to parents, or is a runaway.
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(12) Harassment, (13) Loitering, (14) Motor-vehicular theft, (15) Receiving stolen
property, (16) Robbery, (17) Theft/Shoplifting, and (18) Failure to obey
policeman/fireman. The study focused on three main outcome measures: juvenile court
referrals, status offenses, and violent offenses. Juvenile court referrals consisted of all 18
offenses. For the purposes of the study, violent offenses consisted of three items (i.e.,
assault, firearm possession, robbery) and were coded “1”for violent offenses and all other
offenses were coded “0” for non-violent offenses. Status offenses consisted of two main
items: (1) CHINS/Beyond control and (2) alcohol offenses, which were coded “1”= status
offenses, while all other offenses were coded “0” = non-status offenses. Overall, each
measure identified adolescents who were arrested and officially processed by the juvenile
courts between ages 17 and 18 years.

Table 3.1. Variable description and descriptive statistics
Variables

Description

M

SD

Range

Demographic
variables
Age (T1)

Age of respondent (1 = 10)

10.39 .49

10-11

1,545

Sex (T1)

Sex of respondent (1=Male)

.51 .50

0-1

1,536

Family structure
(T1)

Do you live with someone like a
mother and someone like a
father all of the time? (1 = yes)

.66 .47

0-1

1,036

During the past year (12
months), were you expelled
from school (1=Yes)

.11 .32

0-1

1,508

Predictor variables
Expulsion (T1)

N

(Continued on next page)
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Table 3.1
(Continued)

Variables

Description

M

SD

Range

Suspension (T1)

During the past year (12
months), were you suspended
from school (1=Yes)

N

.31

.46

0-1

1,494

Monitoring (T1)

Four items (α = .63)
1.97
1. How much does your mother
or father really know about what
you do most afternoons (after
school) and during the day on
weekends?
2. How much does your mother
or father try to find out how you
spend your time?
3. How much does your mother
or father really know about how
you spend your time?

.46

0-2

1,543

Permissive (T1)

Four items (α = .59)
1. Are you allowed to stay out
as late as you want on school
nights?
2. Are you allowed to stay out
after dark on school nights?
3. Are you allowed to stay out
as late as you want on weekend
nights?
4. Are you allowed to stay out
after dark on weekend nights?

.75

.59

0-1

1,542

Juvenile court
referral (T2)

Binary measure:“1” = Juvenile
court referral and “0” = No
juvenile court referrals

.58

.49

0-1

892

1 Liquor offenses
2 Arson
3 Assault
(Continued on next page)
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Table 3.1
(Continued)
Variables

Description

M

SD

Range

N

.10

.29

0-1

892

.05

.22

0-1

892

4 Motor vehicle theft
5 Burglary
6 Firearm possession
7 Children in Need of
Supervision (CHINS)/Beyond
Control
8 Criminal Mischief
9 Criminal Trespass
10 Disorderly Conduct
11 Domestic Violence
12 Failure to obey
policeman/fireman
13 Harassment
14 Loitering
15 Menacing
16 Drugs/illegal substances
17 Receiving stolen property
18 Robbery
19 Theft/Shoplifting
Violent offenses
(T2)

Binary measure: “1” = Violent
offenses and “0” = No violent
offenses
1 Assault
2 Robbery
3 Firearm possession

Status offenses (T2) Binary measure: “1” = Status
offenses and “0” = No status
offenses
1 Liquor
2 Children in Need of
Supervision (CHINS)/Beyond
Control
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Plan of Analysis
The present investigation assessed whether self-reported school disciplinary
actions and parenting processes were predictive of official juvenile offending over time,
but also the extent to which parenting processes conditioned these links between selfreported school disciplinary actions and official juvenile offending, measured by status
offenses and violent offenses. Self-reports of school disciplinary actions (expulsion and
suspension) and parenting processes (monitoring and permissiveness) were assessed at
Time 1 (10-11 years of age), while official juvenile court referrals were measured at
Time 2 (17-18 years of age). Youth self-reported data from the MYS were matched by
identification number to the juvenile court data to create a single dataset. The selfreported measures were constructed from data collected in the first four waves (1998 2001) from youth between ages 10 to 11 (Time 1). The sample consisted of n = 1,545
youth. Following the merge, a total of n = 892 youth, representing approximately 58% of
participants from the initial sample had a juvenile justice court record, between the ages
of 17 to 18 years, while n = 694 respondents had no contact with the juvenile courts (see
Table 3.2). As noted earlier, duplicate arrests were removed from the official court data
since the study focused on adolescents having contact with the juvenile justice system at
one point in time. A series of logistic regression models were completed in SPSS 22 to
assess potential direct longitudinal effects by each of the predictors, that is, school
disciplinary actions (expulsion and suspension) and parenting processes (monitoring and
permissiveness) on official juvenile offending (measured by juvenile court referral, status
offenses, and violent offenses). The analysis produced estimates for the hypothesized
relationships between self-reported school disciplinary actions (expulsion and
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suspension) as well as parenting processes (monitoring and permissiveness) at Time 1
and official data (juvenile court data) at Time 2 (see Model A in Figure 3.1).
Second, the present study also tested whether the effects of school disciplinary
actions on official juvenile court referral and offending was moderated by parenting
processes (monitoring and permissiveness ) presented in Model B in Figure 3.1.
Statistical analyses were conducted in SPSS using the PROCESS macro in SPSS (Hayes,
2012), due to its ability to estimate models with binary or dichotomous outcomes. The
PROCESS macro is an improvement over traditional moderation techniques (Hayes,
2012) because it allows for the probing of interaction effects for significant effects.
PROCESS also has the advantage for testing for conditional effects of continuous
moderators using the Johnson-Neyman technique (see e.g., Bauer & Curran, 2005; Hayes
& Matthes, 2009). The advantage of this approach is that it calculates “regions of
significance” of the conditional (moderated) effects of the predictor and outcome
measures in the model. Model B illustrates the moderated model, namely the extent to
which the relationships between school disciplinary actions (suspension and expulsion)
and official records (measured by juvenile justice contact, violent offenses and status
offenses) were moderated by positive and negative parenting processes (monitoring and
permissiveness).
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Table 3.2. Participants in self-reported and official data

Sex
Male
Female
Age
10 years
11 years

Self-reported data
(n =1,594)
T1 T2
T3

T4

No Juvenile court contact
(n = 654)
T1
T2
T3
T4

Juvenile court contact
(n = 892)
T1
T2
T3
T4

217
224

229
199

159
138

178
188

25
181

88
77

59
69

59
83

126
110

141
112

100
71

124
107

235
206

269
160

209
90

234
142

115
91

100
75

92
36

81
64

120
115

169
85

117
54

153
78
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Results
Bivariate Associations between Self-reports and Official records
Table 3.2 shows bivariate correlations between background variables (sex and
family structure), school disciplinary actions (expulsions and suspensions), parenting
processes (monitoring and permissiveness), and offending (juvenile court referral, status
offenses, and violent offenses). Sex was significantly and negatively associated with
monitoring, as well as official juvenile court referrals and violent offenses in adolescents;
a significant positive relationship was found between sex and a measure of parental
monitoring. As expected, family structure was negatively related to school discipline
(expulsion and suspension), whereas correlations between family structure and effective
parenting (monitoring) revealed a positive association, which not surprisingly suggests
that having two parents was associated with higher levels of supervision or monitoring by
parents.
There were also significant associations between school disciplinary actions and
moderators. Specifically, school disciplinary actions (expulsions and suspensions) were
negatively associated with effective parenting (monitoring), again suggesting that
students with high levels of parental monitoring were associated with fewer school
conduct issues which were related to fewer school disciplinary actions, namely
expulsions and suspensions. The correlations between school disciplinary actions
(expulsions and suspensions) and ineffective parenting strategies (permissiveness) were
positively related which indicates again that lax parenting increased the likelihood for
school discipline. However, when it came to measures of parenting processes, a
significant association was observed between poor parenting measure (permissiveness)
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and juvenile court contact and violent offending, but unrelated to status offenses. The
correlations between parental monitoring and each of the official offending measures
(juvenile court referral, status offenses, and violent offenses) seemed unrelated in the
sample.
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Sex
Family structure
Expulsion
Suspension
Monitoring
Permissiveness
Juvenile Court Contact
Violent Offenses
Status Offenses

―
‒.02
‒.01
‒.02
.07**
‒10**
‒.04
‒.18**
.03

1

―
‒.09**
‒.06*
.05
‒.07*
‒.03
‒.02
.05

2

―
.32**
‒.06*
.09**
.12**
.01
.00

3

―
‒.08*
.15**
.21**
.02
.03

4

―
‒.06*
‒.07*
‒.02
.02

5

―
.07**
.01
.00

6

―
.01
.01

7

―
‒.07**

8

―

9

Table 3.3. Correlations of main study constructs

1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.
7.
8.
9.
Note: *p ≤ .05; **p ≤ .01
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Bivariate and Multivariate Logistic Regression Analyses
Table 3.3 shows the odds ratios for the bivariate and multivariate logistic
regression analyses for the effects of school disciplinary actions (expulsion and
suspension) and parenting measures (monitoring and permissiveness) on three measures
of official offending (juvenile court referral or records, status offenses, and violent
offenses). Odds ratios indicated the relative odds for each of the juvenile offending
behaviors given the tested predictors (school disciplinary actions and parenting
processes) in the model. Analyses were conducted separately for juvenile court referrals
(contact), status offenses, and violent offenses. Bivariate logistic regression analyses
showed that of the background variables (sex and family structure), sex was the only
significant predictor of juvenile court referrals (OR = 1.26, p <.05, 95% CI [1.02; 1.55]
and violent offenses (OR = 2.49, p <.001, 95% CI [1.57; 3.94]. Self-reports of school
disciplinary actions (expulsion and suspension) were predictive of juvenile court
referrals. In fact, adolescents who self-reported expulsions and suspension were almost
twice as likely to come into contact with the juvenile courts (OR = 1.84, p < .001, 95%
CI [0.31, 0.63] and (OR = 1.94, p <.001. 95% CI [0.30, 0.48] respectively. As for the
predictive strength of parenting effects, by far, adolescents who reported greater parental
permissiveness were twice as likely (OR = 2.49, p <.001, 95% CI = 1.60; 3.88] to be
referred to the juvenile courts. None of the coefficients shown in Table 3.3 ; Model 2 (a)
representing the relationships between the main study constructs and status offenses were
significant, indicating that background factors, as well as school disciplinary actions and
parenting measures, did not explain status offending in the sample.
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Multivariate logistic regression models were tested to identify consistent
predictors of official offending (juvenile court referral, violent offenses and status
offenses), when also considering other ones at the same time. Findings show that the sex,
as well as school disciplinary sanctions (expulsions and suspensions) and ineffective
parenting processes (permissiveness) consistently predicted juvenile court referrals. More
specifically, the results suggest even when controlling for the effects of background
variables and the main study constructs, each construct, with the exception of family
structure and parental monitoring was predictive of juvenile court referrals. Consistent
with bivariate findings, sex continued to significantly predict violent offenses in the
sample, while the effects of main study constructs (school disciplinary actions and
parenting measures) appeared unrelated to status offenses.
Next, in order to disentangle the longitudinal effects of school disciplinary actions on
official records of juvenile court referrals (contact), the sample was disaggregated by sex
and the analyses were repeated (see Table 3.5 and Table 3.6). Follow-up analyses showed
that there were some similarities but also some differences in the longitudinal links
between parenting and school disciplinary actions and court referrals in males and
females. Multivariate effects of background variables (sex and family structure) and
main study constructs (school disciplinary actions and parenting processes) indicate that
both males and females were twice as likely to be referred to the juvenile courts,
indicating there were no differences in juvenile court referrals in males and females.
Finally, the study also assessed for potential moderation effects by parenting processes
(monitoring and permissiveness) on the school disciplinary actions-offending link and
found no significant interaction effects across all models tested. Thus, based on this, it
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seems that the effects of school discipline actions on offending is unrelated to positive or
negative parenting processes in this sample.
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Table 3.4. Bivariate and Multivariate Logistic Regression Models
Model 1(a)

Exp (b) (se)

[1.574; 3.941]
[0.655; 2.056]
[0.483; 1.687]
[0.542; 1.347]
[0.585; 1.594]
[0.436; 2.808]

95% CI

Model 3 (a)

95% CI

2.491 (.234)***
1.161 (.292)
0.903 (.319)
0.854 (.232)
0.966 (.256)
1.106 (.475)

Model 2 (a)

Exp (b) (se)

[0.486; 1.686]
[0.266; 1.367]
[0.413; 2.435]
[0.398; 1.363]
[0.865; 3.858]
[0.409; 2.749]

Violent Offenses

95% CI

0.905 (.317)
0.603 (.417)
1.003 (.453)
0.737 (.314)
1.827 (.381)
1.060 (.486)

Status Offenses

Exp (b) (se)
[1.021; 1.551]
[0.863; 1.457]
[0.307; 0.627]
[0.300; 0.484]
[0.684; 1.076]
[1.595; 3.879]

Juvenile Court Referral

1.258(.107)*
1.121 (.134)
1.837 (.182)***
1.943 (.122)***
0.858 (.116)
2.487 (.227)***

Bivariate Logistic Regression

Sex (Male =1)
Family structure (2 parents)
Expulsion (Yes=1)
Suspension (Yes=1)
Monitoring
Permissiveness

95% CI

Model 3 (b)

Exp (b) (se)

[2.109; 6.952]
[0.686; 2.311]
[0.492; 2.739]
[0.433; 1.491]
[0.681; 2.742]
[0.252; 2.905]

Model 2 (b)
95% CI

3.829 (.304)***
1.259 (.310)
1.161 (.438)
0.804 (.316)
1.367 (.355)
0.856 (.623)

Model 1(b)

Exp (b) (se)

[0.382; 1.855]
[0.253; 1.487]
[0.281; 2.364]
[0.380; 1.895]
[0.831; 6.636]
[0.501; 11.450]

Violent Offenses
95% CI

0.842 (.403)
0.614 (.452)
0.815 (.543)
0.849 (.410)
2.349 (.530)
2.396 (.798)

Status Offenses

Exp (b) (se)

[1.052; 1.830]
[0.783; 1.373]
[0.341; 0.869]
[0.382; 0.692]
[0.697; 1.322]
[1.034; 3.316]

Juvenile Court Referral

1.388 (.141)*
1.037 (.143)
0.544 (.239)**
0.515 (.151)***
0.960 (.163)
1.852 (.297)*

Note: All significant paths are bolded.
*p ≤ .05; **p ≤. 01; ***p ≤ .001

Sex
Family structure
Expulsion (Past year)
Suspension (Past year)
Monitoring
Permissiveness

Multivariate Logistic
Regression
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Table 3.5. Bivariate and Multivariate Logistic Regression Models by Males

Exp (b) (se)

[.192; 1.865]
[.314; 3.878]
[.227; 1.410]
[.353; 2.287]
[.052; 2.454]

95% CI

1.217 (.390)
1.444 (.366)
1.077 (.262)
1.230 (.287)
0.852 (.537)

Exp (b) (se)

[.566; 2.616]
[.705; 2.955]
[0.645; 1.799]
[.701; 2.159]
[.297; 2.443]

95% CI

Model 3 (a)
Violent Offenses

95% CI

0.599 (.579)
1.103 (.641)
0.566 (.466)
0.899 (.476)
0.358 (.982)

Model 2 (a)
Status Offenses

Exp (b) (se)
[.480; 1.171]
[.963; 2.959]
[1.901; 4.194]
[.441; 1.057]
[.819; 3.858]

Model 1(a)
Juvenile Court Referral

0.750 (.227)
1.688 (.286)
2.824 (.202)***
.682 (.223)
1.777 (.395)

Bivariate Logistic
Regression
Males
Family structure
Expulsion (Past year)
Suspension (Past year)
Monitoring
Permissiveness

Model 2 (b)
Status Offenses

Exp (b) (se)

[.846; 2.621]
[.514; 2.469]
[1.204; 3.793]
[.453; 1.471]
[.340; 2.619]

95% CI

0.531 (.672)
1.678 (.804)
0.646 (.555)
1.518 (.665)
6.859 (1.040)

Exp (b) (se)

[.148; 1.814]
[.032; 2.420]
[.218; 1.915]
[.412; 5.589]
[.893; 6.632]

95% CI

1.020 (.354)
1.103 (.445)
0.994 (.434)
1.955 (.403)
0.628 (.699)

Exp (b) (se)

[.510; 2.041]
[.461; 2.640]
[.510; 1.936]
[.887; 4.311]
[.160; 2.474]

95% CI

Model 3 (b)
Violent Offenses

Model 1(b)
Juvenile Court Referral

1.490 (.288)
1.127 (.400)
2.137 (.293)**
0.817 (.300)
0.944 (.521)

Note: All significant paths are bolded.
*p ≤ .05; **p ≤. 01; ***p ≤ .001

Males
Family structure
Expulsion (Past year)
Suspension (Past year)
Monitoring
Permissiveness

Multivariate Logistic
Regression
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Model 1(a)
Model 2 (a)

Model 3 (a)

95% CI

Violent Offenses

Exp (b) (se)

[.447; 1.848]
[.603; 4.252]

Status Offenses
95% CI

0.859 (.391)
1.601 (.498)

Juvenile Court Referral

Table 3.6. Bivariate and Multivariate Logistic Regression Models by Females
Bivariate Logistic
Regression
Exp (b) (se)

[.162; 2.279]
[.219; 4.640]

[.666; 2.876]

95% CI
0.608 (.674)
1.007 (.780)

1.384 (.373)

95% CI

[.193; 1.459]

Exp (b) (se)

[.392; 2.021]
[.596; 6.528]
[.261; 1.244]
[.949; 5.965]
[.294; 5.313]

0.530 (.516)

95% CI

1.123 (.418)
0.507 (.611)
1.754 (.398)
2.380 (.469)
1.250 (.738)

[.639; 1.581]
[.295;.918]
[.215; .479]

Exp (b) (se)
Females
Family structure
Expulsion (Past year)
Suspension (Past year)
[.616; 1.221]
[1.321; 5.241]

Model 3 (a)

Exp (b) (se)

[.096; 2.438]
[.183; 6.589]
[.220; 1.748]
[.201; 3.482]
[.357;1.954]

[.399; 1.305]
[.547; 5.065]

1.005 (.231)
0.521 (.289)*
0.320
(.205)***
0.868 (.174)
2.631 (.410)**

Model 2 (a)

Violent Offenses
95% CI

2.070 (.826)
0.597 (1.130)
1.147 (.702)
0.846 (.734)
3.691 (1.192)

0.722(.302)
1.664 (.568)

Model 1(a)

Status Offenses

Exp (b) (se)

[.540; 1.451]
[.384; 1.735]
[.292; .834]
[.582; 1.612]
[.895; 6.000]

[.289; 1.983]
[.693; 2.953]

Monitoring
Permissiveness

Juvenile Court Referral

1.129 (.252)
1.225 (.384)
2.028 (.268)**
0.969 (.260)
2.317 (.485)

0.756 (.492)
3.899 (.882)

Multivariate Logistic
Regression

Females
Family structure
Expulsion (Past year)
Suspension (Past year)
Monitoring
Permissiveness

Note: All significant paths are bolded.
*p ≤ .05; **p ≤. 01; ***p ≤ .001
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Discussion
Studies of school discipline have consistently documented the overrepresentation
of low-socioeconomic status students and found support for the association between
school disciplinary actions and subsequent juvenile justice contact; however, few studies
have examined these effects longitudinally. To build on previous work, the current
studies assessed the longitudinal effects of school disciplinary actions (expulsion and
suspension) on juvenile justice contact by testing the direct effects of school discipline on
juvenile court referrals and offending behaviors (juvenile court referrals, status offenses,
and violent offenses) as well as the potential moderating effects of effective and
ineffective parenting processes (monitoring and permissiveness) on this link. These
findings are subsequently discussed separately for male and female youth.
The results indicate that of the two school disciplinary actions, suspensions were
consistently predictive of juvenile court referrals in males; in fact, the risk of juvenile
court contact increased twofold for boys who reported suspensions. This is consistent
finding in the literature; by far, adolescent boys are more likely to come into contact with
the juvenile courts than their females counterparts (see Piquero et al., 2014).
Interestingly, the findings provide partial support for the direct effects of school
disciplinary actions on subsequent offending. Indeed, the findings suggest that school
suspension predicted subsequent juvenile contact among adolescents in the sample, but
appeared unrelated to either measures of official offending (status and violent offenses).
A possible explanation might be related to the disproportionate rates of police contact in
males and females. More specifically, when compared to males, some prior research has
noted the overrepresentation of status offending among females (e.g., Feld, 2009;
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Mallicoat, 2007). Relatedly, other studies have noted evidence of overall biases in
juvenile court processing, where adolescent girls are less likely to be referred to the
juvenile courts, which could lead to fewer cases of status offenses in females (see Frazier
& Bishop, 1992).
Previous studies have noted positive associations between poor parenting
processes and adolescent problem behaviors (Baumrind, 1991), which suggests that
adequate parenting management (e.g., monitoring and knowledge) might buffer against
problem behaviors. Interestingly, the current study found that parental monitoring failed
to moderate the school discipline-official offending link. While this was an unexpected
finding, the results were similar for parental permissiveness which also failed to moderate
the link between school discipline and official offending. This implies that while parents
are often seen as the cause of discipline problems in the school, this may not be the case
for adolescents in this study. In fact, given that both parenting strategies did not moderate
the school-discipline-offending link, it might be important to explore the nature or
context of the school-related offenses. In addition, future research should also consider
the extent to which other measures of parenting (effective and ineffective) moderate the
longitudinal link between school discipline actions (expulsion and suspension) on
juvenile justice contact and offending.
Conclusions
The current study tested some tenets of the school-to-prison pipeline framework
by testing the longitudinal link between school discipline actions (expulsion and
suspension) on juvenile justice contact and offending, as well as the potential moderating
effect of parenting processes, measured by effective parenting (monitoring) and
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ineffective parenting (permissiveness). Perhaps the most important finding from this
investigation is the significant effect of self-reported suspensions during early
adolescence was longitudinally predictive of subsequent juvenile court contact. Such a
finding provides further support for the deleterious effects of harsh discipline policies,
namely zero-tolerance policies on youth. Furthermore, it is important to note that the
study was unable to assess for racial disparities in school disciplinary actions, because the
sample consisted primary of African American youth. Nevertheless, the study uniquely
tested the predictive strength of self-reported school disciplinary actions over time on
juvenile offending and noted significant effects for school suspensions, in particular, on
subsequent juvenile justice contact. Given the current findings, it is important for school
administrators to support adolescents in their development during the second decade of
life by reformng current zero-tolerance policies as they appear to exacerbate rather than
eliminate the problem, if one takes a reformative stand on supporting adolescents in their
development during the second decade of life.
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Chapter 4: Does Early Adolescent Explosive Anger Foretell Late Adolescent Juvenile
Justice Contact?
An increasing body of research has extensively investigated and established that
offending is associated with individual factors, such as self-regulation (e.g., see
Farrington, 2003; Loeber, Slot, & Stouthamer-Loeber, 2008). Much of the research has
primarily focused on the direct effects of youth self-control or temperament, usually
measured by self-control or impulsivity on criminal activities in adolescents. For
instance, Moffit et al. (2011) found that youth with poor self-control during childhood
were more likely to be involved in criminal behaviors. Howard, Kimonis, Muñoz and
Frick (2012) found that poor self-regulation was associated with both deviance and
offending. In fact, the research suggests that children who cannot regulate their emotions,
as evident by poor self-control, are more likely to be less adjusted; thus, they tend to
engage in criminal and analogous acts more often than those who have self-control.
However, much of the literature focuses on the direct link between youth self-regulation
and juvenile justice contact, with little attention for indirect effects of youth criminal
behaviors. Thus, understanding the potential pathways to juvenile offending behaviors
remains an important area of interest among criminological and developmental
researchers.
The current study builds on the current literature by focusing on additional
pathways for adolescent delinquency and offending. Specifically, this study seeks to fill
this gap in the juvenile justice literature by testing both the direct and indirect effects of a
measure of self-regulation (explosive anger) on youth juvenile justice contact and
offending, measured by status offenses and violent offenses from a developmental
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perspective using multiple waves of data. First, the study investigates whether the direct
effects of self-reported explosive anger in early adolescence (10 years) are predictive of
juvenile court contact as well as offending (status offenses and violent offenses) at age
18. Next, this study examines whether the indirect effect of explosive anger reported in
early adolescence (age 10) impact subsequent offending in late adolescence (age 18)
through reports of violent victimization, violence perpetration, and weapon carrying in
middle adolescence (age 14). We know from the literature very little work has
longitudinally followed poor, inner-city youth to more closely examine the relationship
between explosive anger and the development of such behaviors as violent victimization,
violence perpetration and weapon carrying as well as official offending behaviors. In this
sense, the current study seeks to increase the understanding of these effects in a nonoffending African American youth sample from low-income, inner-city neighborhoods in
Alabama.
Literature Review
The existing empirical evidence suggests that youth with low self-control are
more likely to engage in at-risk behaviors. These studies have examined offending using
the self-control framework proposed by Gottfredson and Hirschi (1990). According to
Gottfredson and Hirschi (1990) low self-control as a behavior pattern arises from
ineffective socialization early in life. This pattern, once established, is said to be quite
stable and is viewed as the primary individual-level factor explaining deviance and other
criminal behaviors. Several studies have found the expected relationship between low
self-control and offending (e.g., Pratt & Cullen, 2000; Shekarkhar & Gibson, 2011). The
importance of exploring the causal link between self-control development in early years,
and subsequent offending in later years is underscored by the fact that self-control, as a
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trait established in early years, and influences subsequent behaviors across the lifespan.
However, few studies have examined developmental changes over time in the link
between explosive anger and juvenile justice contact as well as offending behaviors
(status offenses and violent offenses). Even more so, there is limited knowledge of these
effects on poor, inner-city African American youth followed over time. Additionally, the
research indicates that African American youth come into contact with the juvenile
justice system at a higher rate than any other minority group in the United States.
Understanding this is of increasing importance, as is identifying the potential factors that
might increase the risk for contact with the juvenile courts.
Accordingly, previous studies demonstrate that self-control is a prominent factor
influencing youth involvement in criminal or delinquent activity. Although there is
empirical work on the relationship between family factors and adolescent self-control
development, few studies have focused on the pathways linking self-control to offending.
For example, self-control theory assumes that risk behaviors develop as a consequence of
poor or low self-control. Because of the potential negative developmental consequences
associated with low self-control, it is possible that self-control, measured by explosive
anger, may increase the risk for other negative behaviors in middle adolescence. There is
evidence from previous studies, which suggests that youth with the low self-control act
impulsively and physically, without considering others, which increases the risk for
victimization (Piquero, MacDonald, Dobrin, Daigle, & Cullen, 2005). Schreck (1999)
found that low self-control was related to self-reported victimization among college
students. Schreck and his colleagues also identified a relationship between low selfcontrol and violent victimization based on both juvenile and adult samples (Schreck,
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Stewart, & Osgood, 2008; Schreck,Wright, & Miller, 2002; also see Stewart et al., 2004).
Thus, individuals low in self-control are more likely to engage in activities that can lead
to victimization as easily as criminal offending. However, it is important to note this
work did not consider these effects developmentally.
Thus, the present study extends previous etiological work on adolescent offending
by testing these relationships longitudinally. Specifically, the present study focused on
understanding the potential pathways to adolescent offending behaviors by examining
both direct as well as indirect pathways of explosive anger (through violent victimization,
violence perpetration, and weapon carrying) on juvenile justice contact. Much existing
research has relied exclusively on unsubstantiated reports of youth self-reported
behaviors; however, the present study utilized both self-reported youth behaviors as well
as official records of youth offending. Thus, the current study sought to build on the
existing research by studying the direct and indirect associations between self-reports of
explosive anger during early adolescence and official juvenile records, measured by
juvenile court contact as well as offending behaviors (status offenses and violent
offenses) in a sample of low-income, inner-city African American youth from
neighborhoods located in south Alabama.
Research Questions and Hypotheses
The present study examined the direct as well as the indirect effect of explosive
anger on official offending (juvenile justice contact, violent offending, and status
offending) through additional pathways, namely violent victimization, violence
perpetration, and weapon carrying in a longitudinal sample. In sum, the study explained
how and whether explosive anger is predictive of subsequent juvenile court contact, but
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also whether there are additional pathways, which link explosive anger to juvenile
offending in adolescents. Based on the direct model, it is expected that explosive anger at
Time 1, will positively predict each of the main study constructs, that is, violent
victimization, violence perpetration, and weapon carrying) at Time 2 as well as offending
behaviors (as measured by juvenile justice contact, violent offending, and status
offending) at Time 3. Alternatively, the indirect model tested the link between explosive
anger and juvenile court contact and juvenile offending through multiple pathways,
namely, violent victimization, violence perpetration and weapon carrying. Thus, it is
expected that the effects of explosive anger and juvenile court contact, as well as juvenile
offending (measured by status offenses and violent offenses subsequent offending
behaviors was mediated by violent victimization, violence perpetration and weapon
carrying. Unlike previous research, this study uses a developmental framework for
understanding pathways to juvenile justice contact. To asses for these effects, the present
study measured self-reports of explosive anger among youth at 10, followed by selfreports of violent victimization, violence perpetration, and weapon carrying at age 14,

63

Violent
victimization

ɑ

Model A

b

c'

Explosive
anger

Contact

c
Time 1
10 years old
(1998-2001)

Model B

Time 2

Time 3

14 years old
(2002-2005)

18 years old
(2006-2009)

Violence
perpetration

ɑ

b

c'

Explosive
anger

Violent
offenses

c
Time 1
10 years old
(1998-2001)

Model C

Time 2

Time 3

14 years old
(2002-2005)

18 years old
(2006-2009)

Weapon
carrying

ɑ

c'

Explosive
anger

c

Time 1
10 years old
(1998-2001)
Figure 4.1. Conceptualized Model

64

b

Status
offenses

Time 2

Time 3

14 years old
(2002-2005)

18 years old
(2006-2009)

The Current Investigation
The goal of this study was to test whether the effects of explosive anger on
juvenile justice contact, and offending was mediated by each of the potential measures
(violent victimization, violence perpetration, and weapon carrying) in a poor African
American sample. The study examined these relationships in a series of competing
mediated models (see Figure 1). In particular, the current study assessed both the direct
and indirect effects of violent victimization on juvenile court offending, measured by
juvenile court referrals and offending (status offenses and violent offenses) over time.
Consistent with the theoretical implications of the self-control and social control
framework, it is expected that low self-control (poor self-control) will increase the risk
for violent victimization and perpetration, as well as weapon carrying which increases the
risk for juvenile court offenses and offending among youth in the sample; on the other
hand, greater or increased self-control decreases the risk for violent victimization,
violence perpetration, and weapon carrying which is linked to criminal behaviors.
Gottfredson and Hirschi’s (1990) General Theory of Crime assumed that criminal
behavior is a function of low or absence of self-controls; indicating that differences in
males and females are unlikely. Based on this assumption, it is expected that the
aforementioned mediated theoretical associations will be equal in males and females in
the sample.
Methods
Sample and Procedures
The data are part of the Mobile Youth Survey (MYS), an ongoing longitudinal
study of urban, African American adolescents living in high-poverty neighborhoods in
the city of Mobile, as well as the neighboring town of Prichard, Alabama (Bolland, 2003;
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Bolland et al., 2007; Church et al., 2012; Spano, Vazsonyi & Bolland, 2009). According
to the 2010 U.S. Census Bureau, African Americans make up about 50.6% of the
population in Mobile and 85.8% of the population in the city of Prichard, in comparison
to the 25% of total Alabama population. Data for the MYS survey were collected
annually between 1998 and 2011 from a total of approximately N = 11,838 youth,
between the ages of 10 and 18 years. The MYS uses a multiple cohort design, where new
cohorts are added each year and tracked onwards life-course trajectories of a variety of
behaviors in adolescents, including risk behaviors (e.g., violence, alcohol use, drug use),
family factors such as family structure and individual perceptions (e.g., self-worth, future
orientation and support from neighborhood) over time. The sample sizes varied at each
cohort because of changes in the sample composition, both due to attrition as well as
“new entries” into the study. Researchers informed each of the participants and their
caregivers about the purpose of the study. Once consent was obtained, the survey was
administered in groups of 20‒30 participants. Each participant received an incentive of
$10 prior to 2005 and $15 in subsequent years (Bolland, 2004). For this purpose of the
current investigation, data collected between 2005 and 2011.
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Figure 4.2. The distribution of participants by age in the MYS between 1998 and 2001

Measures
Demographic Characteristics
Age. Adolescents were asked, “How old are you?” Responses ranged from 10 to
19 years of age (1 = 10 years through 11 = 19 years). The study focused on youth aged 10
years between 1998 and 2001 and followed them through aged 18 years.
Sex. Participants were asked to indicate their gender. Responses were given as 1
(male) or 2 (female).
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Predicting Variables
Explosive anger. Adolescent’s explosive anger was measured using three items
which assessed adolescents’ ability to control anger. For example, adolescents were
asked, “When I get angry, I get into fights” and “When I get angry, I get crazy or loco.”
The responses to the items were given on a 3-point type Likert scale which ranged from 1
(Often true for me) to 3 (Almost never true for me). These responses were reverse coded
prior to creating a composite explosive anger measure, so that higher scores indicated
higher levels of explosive and lower scores indicated a lower levels of explosive anger.
The reliability coefficient for this scale was α = .52.
Mediating Variables
Violent victimization. Violent victimization was measured using two items.
Students were asked, “In the past year (12 months), did someone cut or stab you bad
enough that you have to see a doctor?” and “In the past year (12 months), did someone
shoot a gun at you?” The responses to these items ranged from 0 (No) to 2 (Yes, more
than once). A composite score was computed, to create a measure of violent victimization
at Time 2; a higher score reflected high levels of violent victimization. The reliability
coefficient for this scale was α = .49.
Violence perpetration. Two items were used to assess self-report of violent
behaviors. Students were asked, “In the past month, did you tell someone you were going
to cut, stab or shoot them?” and “In the past month, did you pull a knife or a gun on
someone else?” Responses to each of the items ranged from 0 (No) to 2 (Yes, more than
once). A mean of the scores were computed so that a higher score showed higher
perpetration of violent behaviors. The reliability coefficient for this scale was α = .64.
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Weapon carrying. Two items were used to assess for adolescents’ weapon
carrying. Respondents were asked, “In the past year, did you carry a knife or razor?” and
“In the past year, did you carry a gun?” The responses to these items ranged from 0 (No)
to 2 (Yes, more than once). A mean score was computed at Time 2; a high score reflected
increased likelihood of weapon carrying among youth. The reliability coefficient for this
scale was α = .43.
Official records
Offending behaviors. Official records (retrieved from the district juvenile court
records in Mobile County, Alabama) were connected to each participant from the MYS
data. There were multiple incidences (cases) between 1999 and 2013 for those who came
into contact with the juvenile justice system more than once. It should be noted that all
duplicate arrest reports were removed from the current analysis. Each incidence was
identified by participant identification number, referral year, with an accompanying date
of referral, date of petition, date of offense, date of disposition and court action date.
Previous research has raised concerns on the reliance on local records because of arrests
that may have occurred outside the home jurisdictions (see Huizinga & Elliott, 1986;
Kirk, 2006). In order to accurately compare self-reports and official records, participants
from the self-reported data were matched to the official data by identification numbers.
Of the n = 949 respondents, 845 participants (89%) were referred to the juvenile court
system, and 104 participants (11%) were not referred. Based on the original sample,
adolescents referred to the juvenile courts were coded “1” for official juvenile justice
contact and “0” for no juvenile justice contact. The official juvenile court record showed
a total of 69 offenses, which were constructed into 20 referral categories. The following
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categories were: (1) Liquor offenses, (2) Arson, (3) Assault, (4) Burglary, (5) Motorvehicle theft, (6) Burglary, (7) Weapon (8) Children in Need of Supervision
(CHINS)/Beyond Control,4 (9) Criminal Mischief, (10) Criminal Trespass (11)
Disorderly Conduct (12) Domestic Violence (13) Failure to obey fireman/policeman (14)
Harassment (15) Loitering (16) Menacing (17) Drugs/possession of controlled substance
(18) Receiving stolen property (19) Robbery (20) Theft/shoplifting. The items for violent
offenses were recoded into binary items. These items offenses consisted of three items
(i.e., assault, firearm/weapon possession, robbery) and were coded “1”for violent
offenses and all other offenses were coded “0” for non-violent offenses. Status offenses
consisted of two main items: (1) CHINS/Beyond control and (2) alcohol offenses, which
were coded “1”= status offenses, while all other offenses were coded “0” = non-status
offenses. Overall, each measure identified adolescents who were arrested and officially
processed by the juvenile courts between ages 17 and 18.

4

Child in Need of Supervision (CHINS) is one who has committed an act which, if that child were an
adult, would not be considered a crime but is in need of care or rehabilitation, such as one who is habitually
truant, disobedient to parents, or is a runaway.
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Table 4.1. Variable description and descriptive statistics

Variables

Description

M

SD Range

N

Demographic variables
Age (T1)

Age of respondent (1 = 10)

‒

‒

‒

949

Sex (T1)

Sex of respondent (1=Male)

.50

.50

0-1

944

Family structure (T1)

Do you live with someone like a
mother and someone like a father all
of the time? (1 = yes)
Three items (α = .55)
1. When I get angry, I get into fights.
2. When I get angry, I yell a lot.
3. When I get angry, I get crazy or
loco.

1.86 .49

1-3

944

Violent victimization (T2)

Two items (α = .49)
1. In the past year did someone shoot
a gun at you?
2. In the past year did someone cut or
stab you bad enough that you had to
see a doctor?

.12

.36

0-2

772

Violence perpetration (T2)

Two items (α = .63)
1. In the past month, did you tell
someone you were going to cut, stab
or shoot them?
2. In the past month, did you pull a
knife or a gun on someone else?

.21 .25

0-2

772

Weapon carrying (T2)

Two items (α = .53)
1. In the past year, did you carry a
knife or razor?
2. In the past year, did you carry a
gun?

0-2

772

Predictor variables
Explosive anger (T1)

.20

.33

(Continues on next page)
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Table 4.1
(Continued)
Variables

Description

M

SD Range

N

Binary measure:“1” = Juvenile court
referral and “0” = No juvenile court
referrals

.54

.50

0-1

845

.30

.46

0-1

469

Dependent variables
Juvenile court referral
(T3)

1 Liquor offenses
2 Arson
3 Assault
4 Motor vehicle theft
5 Burglary
6 Firearm possession
7 Children in Need of Supervision
(CHINS)/Beyond Control
8 Criminal Mischief
9 Criminal Trespass
10 Disorderly Conduct
11 Domestic Violence
12 Failure to obey policeman/fireman
13 Harassment
14 Loitering
15 Menacing
16 Drugs/illegal substances
17 Receiving stolen property
18 Robbery
19 Theft/Shoplifting

Violent offenses (T3)

Binary measure: “1” = Violent
offenses and “0” = No violent
offenses
1 Assault
2 Firearm possession
3 Robbery

(Continued on next page)
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Table 4.1
(Continued)
Variables

Description

M

SD Range

N

Status offenses (T3)

Binary measure: “1” = Status offenses
and “0” = No status offenses

.10

.30

437

0-1

1 Liquor
2 Children in Need of Supervision
(CHINS)/Beyond Control

Plan of Analysis
Statistical analyses were conducted with PROCESS macro in SPSS (Hayes, 2012)
because of its ability to estimate models with binary or dichotomous outcomes. Most of
the previously published work on mediation analyses has utilized the causal steps
approach to analysis popularized by Baron and Kenny (1986); however, despite the
popularity of this method among researchers, there is some criticism for its ability to
effectively detect mediation effects in independent and dependent measures (Fritz &
MacKinnon, 2007; Hayes, 2012; MacKinnon, Lockwood, Hoffman, West & Sheets,
2002). The PROCESS macro is an improvement over traditional mediation a techniques
(Hayes, 2012) because it provides simultaneous estimates for direct and indirect effects
of mediated paths in a single analytic step while also accounting for the shared
association between effects. PROCESS also provides useful procedures for probing
model interactions based on bias-bootstrap confidence intervals for indirect effects
(Hayes, 2012); where the significance of the indirect path is indicated when the
confidence interval does not contain zero (p < .05). The bootstrapping procedure is useful
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for its accuracy in evaluating mediating effects (MacKinnon et al. 2004; Williams and
MacKinnon 2008; Hayes 2013a, b). Based on previous work by Preacher and Hayes
(2004, 2008) and Hayes (2009), the bias bootstrap confidence intervals provides a more
accurate estimate of indirect effects than the Normal theory-based Sobel test, because it
does not have the stringent requirement that the sample is normally distributed. Figure 1
illustrates the model testing whether the relationships between explosive anger and
official offending (juvenile justice contact, violent offenses and status offenses) are
mediated by each of the three measures (violent victimization, violence perpetration and
weapon carrying).
Results
Prior to addressing the study aims, bivariate correlations between background
variables and main study measures were calculated and included in Table 4.2. Bivariate
correlations between background variables (sex and family structure) revealed a
significant and positive association between sex and the predictor (explosive anger) and
two of the mediators (violent victimization and weapon carrying), but the relationship
between family structure and each of the main study constructs appeared unrelated, with
the exception of juvenile court referrals. Correlations between sex and mediating
measures provided evidence that the association between sex and violent victimization
was stronger (r = .24, p <.01) than the effects sex and weapon carrying (r = .14, p <.01)
which suggests that poor emotional regulation (explosive anger) is, in fact, more strongly
related to violent victimization. As anticipated, explosive anger was significantly and
positively related to each of the three mediating variables of violent victimization,
violence perpetration, and weapon carrying, respectively. However, explosive anger was
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only significantly associated with one of the dependent measures, namely, juvenile court
referrals. As for the relationship between self-reports and official records, all three
mediators (violent victimization, violence perpetration, and weapon carrying) were
positively correlated to juvenile court referrals, while weapon carrying was positively
associated with violent offenses in the sample.
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Variables
Sex
Family structure
Explosive anger (T1)
Violent victimization (T2)
Violence perpetration (T2)
Weapon carrying (T2)
Juvenile court referral (T3)
Status offenses (T3)
Violent offenses (T3)

‒
.05
.16**
.21**
.03
.14**
.04
‒.05
.05

1
‒
‒.10*
‒.01
.08
‒.07
‒.09*
‒.12*
‒.06

2

‒
.14**
.12**
.12**
.08**
‒.06
.04

3

‒
.49**
.55**
.10**
‒.05
.09

4

‒
.62**
.10**
.01
.05

5

‒
.16**
‒.05
.16**

6

.13**
.19**

7

‒.13**

8

‒

9

Table 4.2. Correlations between background variables, self-reports and official records

1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.
7.
8.
9.
**p ≤ .01
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Mediation Effects by Violent Victimization, Violence perpetration and Weapon Carrying
on Official Offending
The present study investigated whether poor emotional regulation in early years,
as measured by explosive anger, precipitates violent behaviors (measured by perpetration
and victimization) and weapon carrying on subsequent juvenile offending. Specifically,
the study tested whether each of the three measures (violent victimization, violence
perpetration, and weapon carrying) mediated the relationship between explosive anger at
Time 1 and official juvenile offending (contact, violent offenses, and status offenses) at
Time 3 in a sample of African American youth. The unstandardized regression
coefficients for direct and indirect effects are reported in Table 4.3. The study used a total
10,000 bootstrapping samples (resamples) to ascertain the confidence intervals and
significance of the indirect effects (see Table 4.3). The results showed that the indirect
effects of explosive anger on juvenile justice contact by all three measures, namely,
violent victimization, violence perpetration and weapon carrying were significant, net the
effects of sex in the models. However, this was in contrast to the results of the indirect
effects of explosive anger on violent and status offending by all three mediators at Time 2
in the sample. Rather, findings indicated the indirect effects of explosive anger on violent
offenses by weapon carrying was significant, which suggests that explosive anger
indirectly influenced violent offending (measured by violent offenses) through its effect
on weapon carrying. Further analysis of the influence of explosive anger by each of the
mediators on offending provided no support for indirect effects in the sample.
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Independent
Measure (IV)
Explosive anger
Explosive anger
Explosive anger

Violent victimization (M1)

b

.024
.038
.076

SE

(M1→DV)

SE

.040
.020
‒.048

(IV→M1)

b

.153
.447
.858

(direct effect)

SE

.144
.250
‒1.028

(total effect)

b

.018
.026
.026

(indirect
effect)
ɑ1 x b1

SE

.056**
.080**
.080**

b1

b

.153
.274
.375

ɑ1

SE
.144
.287
‒.242

c′
b
.152
.271
.372

Violence perpetration (M2)

SE

b

.026
.045
.090

SE

(M2→DV)

b

.045
.032
.017

(IV→M2)

SE

.214
.317
.454

(direct effect)

b

.522**
.235
.129

(total effect)

SE

.087**
.134***
.134***

.027
.037
.037

b1
b

.154
.275
.378

ɑ1
SE

.138
.278
‒.329

c′
b

.152
.271
.372

c

.182
.309
‒.310

(indirect
effect)
ɑ1 x b1

.182
.309
‒.310

c

Table 4.3. Findings from Mediation Model Tests (Unstandardized coefficients)

Dependent measures
(DV)
Juvenile court referral
Violent offenses
Status offenses

Independent
Measure (IV)
Explosive anger
Explosive anger
Explosive anger

Controlling for sex (1=male) in mediation models
Note: Bolded confidence intervals do not include zero, suggesting a significant indirect effect.
**p < .01; ***p < .001.

Dependent measures
(DV)
Juvenile court referral
Violent offenses
Status offenses

Controlling for sex (1=male) in mediation models
Note: Bolded confidence intervals do not include zero, suggesting a significant indirect effect.
**p < .01; ***p < .001.
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95% CI

[ .006; .101]
[‒.054; .099]
[‒.343; .025]

95% CI

[ .008; .111]
[‒.003; .146]
[‒.186; .159]

Table 4.3. (continued)

Weapon carrying (M3)

b

.032

SE

[ .020; .145]

95% CI
SE

.070

(indirect
effect)
ɑ1 x b1
b

.246

[ .024; .206]
[‒.263; .041]

(M3→DV)

SE

.995***

.045
.063

(IV→M3)

b

.025

.095
‒.051

.936
‒.509

.307
.564

(direct effect)

SE

.070**

.035
.035

(total effect)

b

.154

.101**
.101**

b1

SE
.127

.278
.373

ɑ1

.152

.202
‒.265

c′

.184
.271
.371

c

Explosive anger
.305
‒.313

b

Explosive anger
Explosive anger

Independent
Measure (IV)

Findings from Mediation Model Tests (Unstandardized coefficients)

Dependent
measures (DV)
Juvenile court
referral
Violent offenses
Status offenses

Controlling for sex (1=male) in mediation models
Note: Bolded confidence intervals do not include zero, suggesting a significant indirect effect.
**p < .01; ***p < .001.
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Discussion
The current study makes a novel contribution, both conceptually and empirically
to our understanding of the relationship between explosive anger and juvenile justice
contact in adolescents. Because of the paucity of research on the underlying mechanisms
that impact juvenile offending, the current study addressed this limitation by testing the
direct link between self-reported explosive anger and subsequent juvenile justice contact,
as well as the indirect link through self-reports of violent victimization, violence
perpetration, and weapon carrying during middle adolescence using multiple waves of
data from a sample of non-metro African American youth. The findings demonstrate that
poor emotional regulation in early adolescence as measured by explosive anger
significantly increased the risk for violent victimization, violence perpetration, and
weapon carrying during middle adolescence. The results of the study are consistent with
previous research that adolescents who exhibit poor emotional regulation, such as anger,
are more likely to be victims of violence and perpetrators of violence (perpetration and
weapon carrying). Also consistent with the literature, each of the three mediators (violent
victimization, violence perpetration, and weapon carrying) was found to increase the risk
for juvenile justice contact. The findings also showed that each of the three measures
(violent victimization, violence perpetration, and weapon carrying) mediated the
relationship between explosive anger during early adolescence and juvenile justice
contact during late adolescence.
The study identified developmental pathways of how explosive anger predicted
juvenile court contact during late adolescence. Interestingly, these effects were significant
for all three of the mediators for juvenile justice contact in the sample. On the other hand,
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the indirect effect of explosive anger on violent offenses was only significant through
weapon carrying as the effects through violent victimization and violence perpetration
remained non-significant. Given that the indirect effect of explosive anger through
violent victimization, violence offending, and weapon carrying on status offending were
not significant, it might be explained by be related to the fact that there were fewer cases
of status offenses.
The early age at which adolescents manifest explosive anger, demonstrates the
need for early-intervention programs for reducing aggression in children. It is important
to note that the sample in this study was homogeneous with respect to socioeconomic
status; all the adolescents lived in extreme poverty. In addition, the overwhelming
majority of the sample was African American; therefore, the differences in juvenile
justice contact cannot be attributed to ethnicity or socioeconomic status nor to
interactions of those variables with other variables.
There are several strengths in this study. In particular, the use of the longitudinal
study of non-metro, inner-city African American adolescents adds to the existing
literature on emotional regulation and juvenile offending by providing evidence to
support the mediating effect of each of three behaviors on the association between
emotional dysregulation (explosive anger) and juvenile offending in a homogenous,
impoverished African American sample. The effect of explosive anger seems largely
consistent, as evident by its effects on violent victimization, violence perpetration, and
weapon carrying. Finally, it is important to note the modest contribution
methodologically as the study utilized the recently developed PROCESS macro (Hayes,
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2013) to test for mediation effects as well as the simultaneous estimation of both direct
and indirect effects.
Several aspects of this study design may limit generalizability of the findings.
One of the major limitations is the homogeneity of the sample. As the sample consisted
of African American adolescents from one geographical region, generalizability to other
African American youth populations is limited. Although generalizability is limited
because of this, it is also a strength of the study as most longitudinal projects focused on
minority youth were conducted in large metropolitan areas of the United States.
Nevertheless, future studies should continue to examine the research questions in diverse
African American samples.
Another major limitation to the study design is the fact that the study focused on
data collected over an eleven-year period. A number of participants were lost due to
attrition, thus new participants were added to each cohort to compensate for those
participants lost in prior cohorts. Furthermore, this study is limited using self-reporting as
a means to measure explosive anger, violent victimization, violence perpetration, and
weapon carrying. The uses of self-reported data are plagued by overreporting (report of
more events or behaviors) and underreporting (report of fewer of experiences or
behaviors) across cohorts. Similarly, the use of official records is not without limitations.
For example, the study uses official juvenile court records from one district in Alabama,
which limits the capability to track youth who may have been arrested outside the state
and thus, could not be successfully followed. An added limitation is the fact that official
data sometimes contributes to the discrepancies in the data as existing research has found
that not all juveniles are referred to the juvenile justice system. For instance, prior
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research has shown that 15% of police contact with youth resulted in arrest (Black &
Reiss, 1970), suggesting that official data may lead to false conclusions on the self-report
and official data relationship.
Conclusions
The current investigation found that variations in juvenile offending can be
explained by poor emotion regulation (explosive anger) in early adolescence and each of
the three potential measures (violent victimization, violence perpetration, and weapon
carrying) in middle adolescence in a longitudinal study of African American youth
followed over an 11-year period. The findings provide new evidence about the potential
mechanism in which poor emotion regulation (explosive anger) influences offending,
indirectly through violent victimization, violence perpetration, and weapon carrying)
though the effects were moderate. These results support the need for further research
regarding the role of poor emotional regulation in early years and subsequent youth
contact with the juvenile justice system. It should be noted that the study also attempted
to explain the influence of explosive anger on status and violent offending in adolescents
by violent victimization, violence perpetration, and weapon carrying. The results
provided evidence that explosive anger predicted violent offenses through weapon
carrying, but this was not the case for the effects of explosive anger by violent
victimization and violence perception on violent offending. Thus, interventions
addressing offending should focus on and target childhood emotional regulation, which
operates through each of the potential measures (violent victimization, violence
perpetration, and weapon carrying) in explaining variability in juvenile justice contact.
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Chapter 5: Summary of Findings
It is widely recognized that African American youth are disproportionately
represented in the juvenile justice system in comparison to other racial/ethnic groups, and
this has generated a large body of research into the etiology and prevention of crime in
this population. Although there has been considerable attention on identifying and
reducing the disproportionate contact among African American youth with the juvenile
justice system, it is still unclear what factors contribute to their involvement in it. More
importantly, existing research on African American youth has focused on at-risk youth
samples in metropolitan areas, with little attention for paid to those living in rural or nonmetro cities. Furthermore, the majority of these studies have examined the effects in
predominantly male-only samples. In sum, this dissertation aimed to enhance and
broaden the knowledge base by examining juvenile justice contact in a sample of
impoverished, non-metropolitan, inner-city African American youth.
The first manuscript assessed whether self-reported violent victimization,
violence perpetration, as well as weapon carrying foretold subsequent official offending,
measured by official juvenile court records during late adolescence. A salient finding
from this study is the significant effect of self-reported violent victimization and violence
perpetration in early adolescence on subsequent official violent offending in late
adolescence. This particular finding is consistent with the literature which suggests that
adolescent involvement in violent victimization and violence perpetration increases the
risk for violence-related offenses, ones captured by the juvenile justice system, later in
adolescence. While this finding was consistent with some previous other research, other
findings were not. For instance, self-reports of weapon carrying was not predictive of
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official offending in this sample. This was somewhat unexpected considering that prior
studies have found evidence linking weapon carrying to violent behaviors. One
explanation for this finding might be related to the existing research which suggests that
inner-city youth carry weapons for protection or self-defense, which may explain why the
effects of weapon carrying were not significant in foretelling jusvenile justice contact.
Furthermore, it is also important to note that this finding indicates that weapon carrying is
in fact unrelated to subsequent delinquent or criminal behaviors.
Additionally, the observed findings suggest that male youth were more likely to
come into contact with the juvenile justice system for violent offenses than their female
counterparts. Notwithstanding more frequent contact, in males were at a greater risk for
violent victimization and violent behaviors (violence perpetration and weapon carrying)
than female adolescents. This finding has been found in previous research among inner
city youth samples which indicate that male youth report witnessing more frequent and
severe violent events than female youth (Singer et al. 1995; Jenkins & Bell 1994).
However, there are some exceptions as other studies have noted no sex differences (Attar
et al. 1994; Farrell & Bruce 1997; Uehara et al. 1996). Furthermore, it is important to
point out that violent victimization and violence perpetration measures used in the present
study captured only minor forms of violence, and thus did not include more serious
behaviors; in turn, this might account for modest relationships between these behaviors
and youth contact with the juvenile justice system. Thus, future work should consider
alternative self-report measures of violent victimization, violence perpetration as well as
weapon carrying and how these are important for subsequent official offending.
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The second study tested the longitudinal links between school discipline and
juvenile justice contact. Specifically, the study tested both the direct and indirect effects
of self-reported school disciplinary actions (expulsion and suspension) in early
adolescence on subsequent juvenile justice contact as well as official offending (status
offenses and violent offenses) in late adolescence. Direct effects indicated that school
discipline, measured by suspensions, was predictive of subsequent offending in both male
and female adolescents, indicating the effects of out-of-school suspension on the student
can be profound. In fact, it can be postulated that while suspension serves to protect
school staff and other students from further verbal and/or physical abuse, by isolating the
offending student, it in fact appears to increase the risk for juvenile contact for
adolescents. While other studies have tested these effects, no other study has tested these
effects longitudinally or both using self-reports and official records. Given the salience of
school disciplinary actions on youth adjustment in late adolescence, it might be important
to consider other alternatives to such reactive school discipline.
In addition to direct effects, the study also tested whether self-reported schooldisciplinary actions on juvenile justice contact were moderated by effective parenting
(monitoring) and ineffective parenting (permissiveness) in the sample. Most scholarship
has emphasized the importance of effective parenting strategies in the reduction of
negative adjustment outcomes. Interestingly, the findings suggest that adolescents who
reported school discipline actions (suspension or expulsion) were more likely to report
fewer parenting controls, which, in turn, positively predicted official offending.
Interestingly, the analyses provided little to no evidence that these effects were
moderated by either measure of parenting, positive or negative. It is therefore important
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that future work consider these effects using other measures of parenting in order to
determine whether additional measures in fact do moderate this link.
Finally, the findings in the third study provided evidence that significant indirect
effects for the link between explosive anger on violent offending (measured by violent
offenses) was significant, thereby providing consistent evidence that aggressive behaviors
are important developmental precursors of juvenile criminal acts and juvenile justice
contacts (Broidy et al., 2003; Schaeffer et al., 2003). Furthermore, this finding is
consistent with multiple studies examining childhood aggression and future involvement
in the juvenile justice system (e.g., Farrington et al., 1989), although most of these studies
are based on offending youth. Not surprisingly, the effects of explosive anger on juvenile
justice contact was mediated by each of the tested three variables, violent victimization,
violence perpetration, and weapon carrying was significant. Thus, the current findings
provide evidence that explosive anger in early adolescence increases the risk for violent
victimization and perpetration in middle adolescence which ultimately increases juvenile
justice contact. On the other hand, results regarding the mediation of explosive anger on
violent offenses by each of three mediators (violent victimization, violence perpetration,
and weapon carrying) indicate the pathway between explosive anger and violent
offending was mediated by weapon carrying, but not violent victimization and violence
perpetration. This suggests that the risk for violent offending in adolescents was greater
for adolescents carrying weapons in middle adolescence. This is not surprising
considering that other studies have found evidence that inner-city adolescents were more
likely to carry weapons themselves. In fact, the finding implies that adolescents who
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carry weapons such as guns or knives for personal safety and self-protection are not only
at a greater risk for violent offending in later adolescence.
In sum, the set of three studies contributes to the empirical knowledge base on
multiple potential pathways of how African American youth are referred to or come into
contact with the juvenile justice system. Quite surprisingly, of the youth followed from
early adolescence in this sample, approximately 50% of them entered the juvenile justice
system by age 18. Previous studies have noted a positive link between socioeconomic
status and entry risk, where youth from relatively lower levels of SES were at a greater
risk for juvenile justice contact than those from higher SES (Sampson & Lauritsen,
1994). The respondents in the current study were purposively selected from high-poverty
neighborhoods in the cities of Mobile and Prichard, Alabama, with a poverty rate
between 31.5% and 81.4% (median poverty rate of 57.2%; U.S. Census Bureau, 1999),
and thus the effects of SES could not be studied, other than almost all study participants
were poor. Although this implies that the findings from the study cannot be broadly
generalized to all African American populations from other developmental contexts, it
provides a helpful look into identifying potential precursors to juvenile justice contact in
a non-metropolitan, inner-city sample of African American adolescents.
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APPENDIX A
(List of Main Study Measures from the Mobile Youth Survey)

Explosive Anger
1. When I get angry, I get into fights.
2. When I get angry, I yell a lot.
3. When I get angry, I get crazy or loco.
Responses: 0 = Almost never true; 1 = Sometimes true for me; 2= Often true for
me

Parental Monitoring
1. How much does your mother or father really know about where you go at night?
2. Do your mother or father try to find out how you spend your time?
3. How much does your mother or father really know about how you spend your
time?
Responses: 1 = They don’t know; 2= They know a little; 3= They know a lot
Parental Permissiveness
1.
2.
3.
4.

Are you allowed to stay out as late as you want on school nights?
Are you allowed to stay out after dark on school nights?
Are you allowed to stay out as late as you want on weekend nights?
Are you allowed to stay out after dark on weekend nights?

Responses: 0 = No; 1= Yes
School Expulsions
1. During the past 12 months, were you expelled from school?
Responses: 0 = No; 1= Yes
School Suspensions
1. During the past 12 months, were you suspended from school?
Responses: 0 = No; 1= Yes
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Victimization
1. In the past year did someone shoot a gun at you?
2. In the past year did someone cut or stab you bad enough that you had to see a
doctor?
Responses: 0 = No; 1 = Yes, just once; 2 = Yes, more than once
Violent Behaviors
1. In the past 90 days did you tell someone you were going to cut, stab, or shoot
them?
2. In the past 90 days, did you pull a knife or gun on someone else?
Responses: 0 = No; 1 = Yes, just once; 2 = Yes, more than once
Weapon Carrying
1. In the past year, did you carry a knife or razor?
2. In the past year, did you carry a gun?”
Responses: 0 = No; 1 = Yes, just once; 2 = Yes, more than once
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